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United States
of America

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 2, 1982

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend James P. Archibald,
Good Shepherd United Methodist
Church, Silver Spring, Md., offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, who has challenged
humankind to govern themselves re-
sponsibly, help those who have been
elected to this sacred trust. Be a
source of comfort to each Member of
Congress, enabling them to deal with
the stresses that are always with
them. Be in their homes and with
their families. Enable them to patient-
ly persevere when the highest ideals
appear to be impractical. Guide their
efforts to negotiate when solutions are
not readily available.

Lift before all of us the sacredness of
every person; those who are Ameri-
cans, as well as all others who are in
the human family. Make us always
mindful of the importance of striving
for peace even when our selfish desires
are not satisfied. Make Your will,
rather than our own might, our high-
est priority. May the deliberations of
this body reflect Your will, O Lord,
our Creator and Sustainer. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker's approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes
appear to have it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic Marlenee

device, and there were—yeas 342, nays

15, not voting 77, as follows:

Addabbo
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Anthony
Archer
Ashbrook
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Badham
Bafalis
Bailey (MO)
Bailey (PA)
Barnard
Barnes
Beard
Bedell
Beilenson
Benedict
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bevill
Bingham
Blanchard
Bliley
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Bonker
Bouquard
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Brown (OH)
Broyhill
Byron
Carman
Carney
Chappell
Chappie
Clinger
Coats

[Roll No. 9]
YEAS—342

Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daub

de la Garza
Deckard
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan
Dougherty
Dowdy
Dreier
Dunecan
Dunn
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Eckart

Edgar
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
Emery
English
Ertel

Evans (DE)
Evans (GA)
Evans (IN)
Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Fiedler
Fields
Findley
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foley

Ford (TN)
Fountain
Frank
Frenzel
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gephardt
Gibt
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Collins (TX)
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Courter
Coyne, James
Coyne, William
Craig

Crane, Philip
Crockett
D’'Amours

Gilman
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Gray
Green
Grisham

Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen (ID)
Hansen (UT)
Hatcher
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Hertel
Hightower
Hiler

Hillis
Holland
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hyde
Ireland
Jeffords
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnston
Jones (TN)
Kastenmeier
Eazen
Eemp
Eildee
Kindness
Eogovsek
Eramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Leach
Leath
Lehman
Lent
Levitas
Lewis
Livingston
Loeffler
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
Madigan
Markey

Marriott
Martin (IL)
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McClory
McCloskey
MecCollum
MecCurdy
McDonald
McEwen
McGrath
McKinney
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell (NY)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison
Mottl
Murphy
Myers
Napier
Natcher
Neal
Nelligan
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O’'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Ottinger
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Patman
Patterson
Paul

Pease
Pepper

Butler
Coughlin
Dickinson
Gejdenson
Goodling

Perkins
Petri
Peyser
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pritchard
Quillen
Rahall
Railsback
Rangel
Ratchford
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Ritter
Roberts (KS)
Roberts (SD)
Robinson
Roe
Roemer
Rogers

R

ose
Rosenthal
Roth
Roukema
Rousselot
Rudd
Russo
Sawyer
Schneider
Schulze
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Shamansky
Shannon
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Simon
Skeen
Smith (AL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (PA)

NAYS—15

Harkin

Jacobs
LeBoutillier
Miller (OH)
Mitchell (MD)

Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stanton
Stark
Staton
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Traxler
Trible

Udall
Vander Jagt
Vento
Volkmer
‘Walgren
‘Wampler
‘Washington
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber (OH)
Weiss
White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams (MT)
Williams (OH)
Winn

Wirth

‘Wolf

‘Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yatron
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zablocki
Zeferetti

Sabo
Schroeder
Walker
Weber (MN)
Yates

NOT VOTING-—117

Akaka
Andrews
Applegate
Bethune
Biaggi

Brooks
Burgener
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Campbell

Cheney
Chisholm
Clausen

Clay

Coelho
Collins (IL)
Conyers
Crane, Daniel
Davis
Dellums

DeNardis
Derrick
Derwinski
Dornan
Downey

Early
Edwards (OK)
Erdahl
Erlenborn
Evans (IA)

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [J 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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Fary
Fascell
Fish
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Forsythe
Fowler
Goldwater
Gregg
Hagedorn
Hall, Ralph
Hance
Hartnett
Hutto
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)

Rinaldo
Rodino
Rostenkowski
Roybal
Santini
Savage
Scheuer
Seiberling
Skelton

St Germain
Swift

Synar
Thomas
Wilson
Young (AK)

Kennelly
Lee

Leland
Long (LA)
Long (MD)
Lowry (WA)
Marks
Mattox
McDade
McHugh
Michel
Moffett
Murtha
Obey
Oxley
Pursell
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So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is the day for
the call of the Private Calendar. The
Clerk will call the first individual bill
on the Private Calendar.

REMEDIOS R. ALCUDIA, CHRIS-
TOPHER, EZRA, VERMILLION,
AND PERISTELLO ALCUDIA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1547)
for the relief of Remedios R. Alcudia,
Christopher, Ezra, Vermillion, and
Peristello Alcudia.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

LASZL.O REVESZ

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1352)
for the relief of Laszlo Revesz.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

There was no objection.

THE REVEREND JAMES P.
ARCHIBALD

(Mr. BEDELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, it is my
privilege to welcome to the Chamber
today Rev. Jim Archibald, who is the
pastor of the Good Shepherd United
Methodist Church in Silver Spring,
Md. Reverend Archibald came to
Silver Spring from the Capitol Hill
Methodist Church, where my wife and
I had the good fortune of coming to
know him here. We frequently go out
to Silver Spring because of the great
message that he gives, in our opinion,
for us out there.

I believe that we are most fortunate
in the Washington area to have a
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pastor of this quality and this capabil-
ity. My wife and I have come to know
both Jim and his wife, LaVerne, and it
is a real privilege and pleasure to have
him give the prayer here before this
body today.

I join my colleagues in welcoming
him.

A LETTER FROM THE ALAMO

(Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked unanimous consent that I may
address the House for 1 minute and
that in so doing I may read the immor-
tal letter of William Barret Travis
written from the Alamo.

Since this is the 2d of March, the
date on which Texas declared its inde-
pendence from Mexico, I want to read
to you one of the great letters of all
time, written by William Barret Travis
from the beseiged Alamo:

To the people of Texas and all Americans
in the world—

I am besieged, by a thousand or more of
the Mexicans under Santa Ana—I have sus-
tained continual bombardment and cannon-
ade for 24 hours and have not lost a man.
The enemy has demanded a surrender at
discretion, otherwise, the garrison are to be
put to the sword, if the Fort is taken. I have
answered the demand with a cannon shot
and our flag still waves proudly from the
walls. I shall never surrender or retreat.
Then, I call on you in the name of liberty,
of patriotism and everything dear to the
American character, to come to our aid,
with all dispatch. The enemy is receiving re-
inforcements daily and will no doubt in-
crease to three or four thousand in four or
five days. If this call is neglected, I am de-
termined to sustain myself as long as possi-
ble and die like a soldier who never forgets
what is due to his own honor and that of his
country—victory or death.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3269,
MALT BEVERAGE INTERBRAND
COMPETITION ACT

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor from H.R. 3269,
the Malt Beverage Interbrand Compe-
tition Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MinisH). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

STUDENTS WIN ON STUDENT
AID

(Mr. PEYSER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day we had over 5,000 young college
students, both graduate and under-
graduate students, here in Washing-
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ton. They were not here to burn flags
or to storm buildings. They were here
to state their case quite simply for the
need for the continued aid for student
education in the United States.

It is hard to put into words the feel-
ings I had about them, Mr. Speaker.
In a nutshell, they were tremendous.
They were great young people whose
parents could really be proud of the
way they acted, the way they conduct-
ed themselves, and the great knowl-
edge they had on the subject matter.

Mr. Speaker, after hearing a number
of my Republican colleagues who yes-
terday stepped forward to say that
they would no longer support any cuts
in the student aid program and know-
ing where our Democratic colleagues
are, these students have won the
battle, and I am convinced that stu-
dent aid programs will not only sur-
vive, but they will remain at least at
the same levels and, hopefully, next
year in 1983 get back to where they
belong.

STRONG CONGRESSIONAL AC-
TION NEEDED ON EL SALVA-
DOR

(Mr. BROWN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, today the House has before it
the opportunity to take a historical
action, a long overdue initiative that
shows the only way to end the Salva-
doran tragedy, by passing House Con-
current Resolution 226. In addition to
that action, the Congress will have to
act decisively, denying military and
other aid to the discredited Salvador-
an regime, so as to force the junta to
enter into negotiations with the broad
spectrum of opposition parties.

It is profoundly disturbing to have
to conclude, after considered judg-
ment, that this administration is total-
ly committed to a military solution in
El Salvador and is not open to any
suggestion that other alternatives
exist. It is disturbing because this
policy condemns thousands more to
suffering and death, until the day
when a political settlement of necessi-
ty takes hold. It is also disturbing be-
cause it entirely disregards the loud
outery heard from our own citizens,
who have flooded newspapers, talk
shows, and the Congress with their op-
position to the current extreme hard-
line policy in Central America.

This administration displays little if
any understanding and concern for
the real causes of the ongoing civil
strife. It is beyond comprehension how
anyone can label as “Soviet inspired
Marxists” the bulk of a people who
oppose a terrorizing regime in a coun-
try where malnutrition runs at 60 per-
cent, illiteracy is rampant, inflation is
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soaring, and the economy is in ruins.
Many observers have noted that the
people who oppose the junta in El Sal-
vador would be considered straight
middle-of-the-roaders in the United
States.

By painting itself into a tight corner,
the administration has violated one of
the fundamental tenets of diplomacy,
which is to leave oneself options. A po-
tentially constructive initiative, the
Caribbean Basin package, was reck-
lessly delivered wrapped in a high-
pitched belligerent diatribe. This
stands in stark contrast with the Mexi-
can proposal for mediation, offered
only a few days earlier. The much-
praised and hopeful Mexican initiative
went entirely unmentioned.

I am concerned that my colleagues
will fail to act decisively, in the expec-
tation that the elections of March 28
will offer some new way out of the
present stalemate. This is hoping
against hope, adding 1 more month of
surely intensified violence to that al-
ready pained country. I will not elabo-
rate on the inadequacies of the elec-
tions, a subject of extensive discus-
sions in Congress and in the media in
recent times. One must recognize,
however, that the elections will deter-
mine only which of six ultra right
wing parties, and a seventh discredited
and decimated ‘“‘centrist” party repre-
sented by President Duarte, will take
the helm if the military allows. To the
extent that the military now allow
Duarte a completely paralyzed presi-
dency, it is clear that the elections, as
proposed, are a part of a military, not
a political, solution to the problem.
The bulk of political thought in that
country is not being allowed to partici-
pate,

It is thus important for the Congress
not to allow the Salvadoran elections
to be passed off to the American
public as the kind of participatory
democratic exercise with which we are
familiar. We all wish we could close
our eyes and have the elections turn
out fairly democratic, with some inter-
national credibility, so that we, the ul-
timately responsible public officials,
would not have to confront the ugly
reality. This will not come to pass. We
will have to work actively and decisive-
ly if continued tragedy is to be avoid-
ed.
It is a dangerous state of affairs
when an administration carries out a
rigid, inflexible foreign policy that
meets with strong opposition from
within the Nation and the Congress,
not to mention our allies overseas. I
have been in the Congress long
enough to have seen this before, and I
hope my colleagues can draw from the
lessons of history. It is not only be-
cause we run the risk of another quag-
mire and loss to the United States that
we should avoid a military posture in
El Salvador. It is because what is
taking place there is morally repre-
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hensible and untenable in the long
run. People are not expendable for the
sake of someone's geopolitical world
view.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
resolution, as a first step in what I
hope would be a strong congressional
role in reversing present policy.

TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, today I
also have the envious delight of re-
minding the House that today is
March 2, Texas Independence Day, as
so eloquently described by our majori-
ty leader.

Knowing full well, Mr. Speaker, that
at least half the House wishes they
were Texans, and the other half does
not know any better than not to, I
have endeavored to bring a little bit of
Texas to the House. If anyone here is
so unfortunate as to never have sa-
vored Texas chili, then I suggest they
wait only long enough to hear the end
of my remarks before hastening to the
House Capitol dining room to get a
bowl of Texas red hot chili. This is
venison chili from the central Texas
area. Those of you who are familiar
with venison chili probably scented it
this morning when you woke up, be-
cause this is one of the best batches
we have ever whipped together; so you
chili veterans, I know, will want to
leave immediately, go below and get
your batch of Wick Fowler's Texas
venison chili which I am serving for
the 14th time in a row.

Congratulations to all of you. May
the Lord help you!
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BILL ALEXANDER OF ARKANSAS
LISTENS “TO THE FOLKS BACK
HOME"

(Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, the
President has repeatedly challenged
Members of Congress to listen “to the
folks back home” before making our
decisions about his budget proposals. I
am listening and I am reading their
letters, and this is what I am finding.

In a letter printed in the Arkansas
Gazette on February 15, written by a
constituent of mine in Van Buren
County:

It's beginning to look more and more like
the people were sold a bill of goods in the
last election, which they may long regret.

In a letter to me from Marked Tree,
Ark.:

Mr. Reagan’s words put up or shut up is a

challenge to the average American citizen to
speak up against Mr. Reagan’s bullying tac-
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tics and determination to subject the work-
ing class American to the whims of himself
and his rich friends.

A year ago people in Arkansas were
angry but confident that Reaganomics
would revive the economy as President
Reagan promised. Today—with Arkan-
sas unemployment standing at 12.1
percent—the highest rate in the histo-
ry of our State—our people are telling
me they are afraid of the record defi-
cits Mr. Reagan’s economic policy has
produced and are only faintly hopeful
that Reaganomics will end the reces-
sion it has created.

The letters from which I have
quoted are not isolated cases. They are
indicative of the conspicuous differ-
ence in the attitudes of my constitu-
ents that I am observing in 1982 com-
pared to the same period in 1981.

The people I am hearing from are
the youngsters in elementary school
worried abeut their future education.

They are the farmers pleading for
help to save their livelihood from the
threat of the Reagan administration’s
high interest rate, tight farm credit,
and low commodity price policies.

They are the schoolteacher and her
70-year-old storekeeper husband, who
still works a 10-hour day, and who to-
gether paid for the first 4 years of
their son’s college education and are
now seeing the family dream of his be-
coming a doctor shattered by the
Reagan administration’s student fi-
nancial assistance policies.

And, I am hearing from the business
people who are worrying about what
the Reagan administration’s high in-
terest rate policies are doing to their
businesses and about the growing
threat of bankruptcy that is already
overtaking businesses across the
Nation at an increasingly rapid rate.

Yesterday's announcement that the
leading economic indicators were down
for the ninth straight month in Janu-
ary adds to the current worries of our
people. These are the indicators that
normally signal, 2 months in advance,
significant turns in the Nation's econo-
my. The signal we are getting now
tells us that the end of the recession is
not yet in sight. And, administration
spokesmen admitted yesterday that
our national unemployment rate could
reach 10 percent, the highest in 40
years, before it begins to come down
again.

This news about the economic indi-
cators strengthens my belief, the
belief of many of my constituents, and
of many of our colleagues that if this
administration continues to refuse to
take action to help bring about an end
to the recession, the Congress will
have to work out a bipartisan solution
alone. Efforts are underway in that di-
rection and we must work to strength-
en them.
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PROHIBIT ACCESS FEES ON
HUNTERS USING FEDERAL
LANDS AND WATERS

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, during
the last week of February, the Repub-
lican administration through the Sec-
retaries of Interior, Agriculture, and
Army submitted proposed legislation
which would have set up broad new
categories for the imposition of user
fees for the use of public lands and na-
tional parks. Of particular concern
was section 3(k), that would have au-
thorized the appropriate Secretary to
require an admission permit for the
occupancy and use of Federal lands
for hunting and fishing.

This new section, which really tar-
gets hunters and fishermen, would
have meant the breaking of new
ground in terms of Federal charges for
sportsmen. Although the administra-
tion subsequently withdrew this legis-
lation, it was only because of strong
negative reactions by Members of Con-
gress. The administration’s intent re-
mains clear. While claiming to support
the prohibition of hunting and fishing
licenses, the administration is ready to
reinterpret the law and extend fees on
hunters’ and fishermen’'s access to
Federal lands or waters, in effect pro-
posing a de facto license procedure.

To counter such an ill-conceived pro-
posal, I am today introducing legisla-
tion to prohibit the imposition of
access fees for hunters and fishermen
using Federal lands or waters. This bill
retains the existing provisions in law
where a fee is specifically authorized.

I urge my colleagues’ support for
this legislation.

H.R. 5691
A bill to amend the Act of September 3,

1964 (78 Stat. 987) and for other purposes

Be is enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
section 4(g) of the Act of September 3, 1964
(78 Stat. 987) is amended by inserting at the
end thereof:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, no agency, department, board, or com-
mission of the United States shall charge
any fee for any use of Federal lands or
waters under their jurisdiction related to
recreational activities associated with the
pursuit of or taking of fish and wildlife.”

THE $120 BILLION VODKA
DEFICIT

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently several Republican Senators
made a pilgrimage to the White House
to express concern over the projected
$120 billion deficit. According to one
of the pilgrims, Reagan deflected their
consternation with an anecdote about
someone buying vodka with food
stamps.
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I have an anecdote also. There was
once this President who spent his po-
litical capital on a $120 billion deficit.

We need an agenda, not anecdotes. I
have submitted an alternative defense
budget. I hope we all roll up our shirt
sleeves and work on the budget agenda
rather than tell more anecdotes.

At this point in the ReEcorp I include
an article from the Washington Post.

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 2, 1982]

SeENATOR FINDS PRESIDENT ON “DIFFERENT
TRACK"

A senior Republican senator says he and
other GOP leaders sometimes are dismayed
in their meetings with President Reagan be-
cause he responds to their concerns “on a
totally different track” from the issue at
hand.

For example, when the Senate budget
chairman recently expressed consternation
with a deficit exceeding $100 billion, Reagan
told an anecdote about someone buying
vodka with food stamps, according to Bob
Packwood, who heads the Senate Republi-
can Campaign Committee.

Reagan concluded the story with “That's
what's wrong,” said Packwood. “And we just
shake our heads,” the senator added.

Packwood attributed the problem to what
he termed Reagan's “idealized concept of
America,” that is basically white, male and
Protestant. And that view, the Oregon sena-
tor said, is destroying the GOP's appeal
among blacks, Hispanics and Jews.

He said he feared that Reagan's positions
on abortion, the equal rights amendment
and the handling of tax exemptions for
schools that discriminate by race will cause
lasting damage to the party.

“The Republican Party has just about
written off those women who work for
wages in the marketplace,” Packwood said.
“We are losing them in droves. You cannot
write them off and the blacks off and the
Hispanics off and the Jews off and assume
you're going to build a party on white
Anglo-Saxon males over 40.

“There aren’t enough of us left,” he said.

“Pete Domenici [chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee] says we've got a $120
billion deficit coming and the president
says, ‘You know a person yesterday, a young
man went into a grocery store and he had
an orange in one hand and a bottle of vodka
in the other, and he paid for the orange
with food stamps and he took the change
and paid for the vodka. That's what's
wrong.'

“And we just shake our heads,” said Pack-
wood.

Nonetheless, Packwood said he thinks
Reagan “still has an amazing popular
appeal” and can win reelection overwhelm-
ingly. But that's different from building a
majority Republican Party, he said.

ADMINISTRATION'S PHILOSO-
PHY ON STUDENT AID HARD
TO UNDERSTAND

(Mr. VOLEMER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks,)

Mr. VOLKEMER. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
wish to join my other colleagues in
welcoming the students here from the
many university and college campuses
throughout the country to decry the
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cuts by the administration in student
aid for university and college students.

I do not understand the philosophy
of this administration in providing for
those cuts and at the same time pro-
viding over a billion and a half—a bil-
lion and a half dollars—for additional
foreign aid, including military aid. I do
not understand the philosophy of an
administration which says that we
must send our money overseas and at
the same time cut back at home. I be-
lieve that this Congress should tell
this administration that we need to
hold the line on foreign aid. We need
to strengthen this country from

within first. We need to provide educa-
tion for our children and our youth.

LET US IMPROVE CIVIL RIGHTS
ENFORCEMENT

(Mr. McCLORY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, today
I cosponsor a proposal offered by my
colleagues HamIiLToN FisH, JR., and M.
CaLpweLL BUTLER, which would reor-
ganize civil rights enforcement mecha-
nism in the executive branch of the
Government. I favor any realinement
of civil rights enforcement which will
help minorities get prompt and effi-
cient enforcement of their civil rights
complaints. Under current practice,
virtually every department or Govern-
ment agency has its own civil rights
enforcement office. This diversity of
enforcement cannot but limit what
government can do to protect minori-
ties from civil rights violations.

Moreover, my colleagues’ bill would
set up mandatory procedures through
which civil rights complaints can be
handled and justice can be most effi-
ciently and effectively served. My lone
reservation with regard to this legisla-
tion involves the new standard of “rea-
sonably foreseeable effects” which
would attach to some violations of civil
rights upon passage of this act. As I
understand it, this standard is no more
than a “reasonable man"” negligence
standard, common to tort law. If so, I
do not anticipate any real difficulties.
If on the other hand, it represents a
major expansion of civil rights law
into the use of ‘“‘effects,” as isolated
from intent, then I will have some
problems.

I look forward to seeing the subcom-
mittee record when this legislation, as
yet unnumbered, is referred to the Ju-
diciary Subcommittee on Civil and
Constitutional Rights, to learning
more about the standard of “foreseea-
ble effects” and its application to the
caseload of civil rights complaints
within the executive branch.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON S.
1503—STANDBY PETROLEUM
ALLOCATION ACT OF 1982

(Mr. CORCORAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, if
you like bureaucracy, gasoline lines
and high prices, approve the confer-
ence report on S. 1503, the Standby
Petroleum Allocation Act.

Remember how well petroleum price
and allocation controls worked during
the summer of 1979, and during the
Arab oil embargo in 1974? Perhaps the
third time will be the charm.

Let us not find out. For once, let us
not repeat the mistakes of the past.
Let us not get ourselves embroiled
once again in the business of regulat-
ing our way into shortages and high
prices. Please do not think that be-
cause this law is labeled the “standby”
instead of “emergency” petroleum al-
location act that we will not have the
same problems we had under the
EPAA. A scheme of price and alloca-
tion regulations implemented under
the authority this act grants to the
President could last indefinitely, sub-
ject only to a one-House veto every 150
days. Even assuming that the one-
House veto provision is constitutional-
1y valid, imagine how difficult it would
be for us to decontrol petroleum.

If any further proof were needed, S.
1503 resurrects word-for-word the con-
flicting end-user priorities contained
in section 4(b)(1) of the EPAA. Should
S. 1503 be enacted, we will be faced
with all these end-users in September
when the President’s regulations are
sent up to lay before Congress for 30
days.

There is nothing “standby” about
the problems we will have attempting
to satisfy all the firms and individuals
who believe they are statutorily enti-
tled to a leg-up on everyone else.

We do not need these headaches.

The country does not need this legis-
lation.

It sends the wrong message to busi-
ness and consumers—rely on the Fed-
eral Government.

I urge you to vote “no” when you
are asked to approve the conference
report on the Standby Petroleum Allo-
cation Act.

NUDEL SHOULD BE ALLOWED
TO EMIGRATE TO ISRAEL

(Mrs. HECKLER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, later
this month, the Soviet Union is ex-
pected to release from internal exile
one of the most courageous and inspir-
ing women of our times: Ida Nudel.

As the Member of Congress who
“adopted” Ida Nudel's cause, and have
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called for her release for many years, 1
am of course heartened that this brave
woman’s period of intense agony in
solitary confinement is about to come
to a close.

But for Ida Nudel—whose only
crimes against the state were her un-
shakeable commitment to her Jewish
faith and heritage and her compassion
in caring for those who had been im-
prisoned by that state—her release
from exile will only be a partial tri-
umph.

The triumph of Ida Nudel will be
complete only when she is allowed to
realize the goal that has sustained her
through her confinement: The free-
dom to emigrate to Israel, to rejoin
her sister, and to practice her faith in
peace.

It has been 11 years since Ida Nudel
first challenged the Soviet authorities
to allow her to leave. She has endured
harassment, public abuse, and—for the
last 4 years—exile in Siberia.

She has borne all of this with digni-
ty, and her towering faith has inspired
all of us who care about the freedom
of the human spirit.

It is time that this towering faith of
Ida Nudel be redeemed—that her tri-
umph of endurance be transformed
into total victory.

It is time for the Soviet Union, at
long last, to allow Ida Nudel to return
to her spiritual homeland. I ask all my
colleagues to join in the effort to
insure justice for this woman of cour-
age and faith.

THE REVEREND VINCENT T.
TANZOLA, S.J.

(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my sad duty to report to the
House the death of a member of my
staff, Father Vincent Tanzola, who
;lagssed away in my office on February

Father Tanzola was born in New
York City on June 30, 1925. He was or-
dained a priest on September 18, 1948,
and entered the Society of Jesus on
September 14, 1955. He was a graduate
of Ohio State University and received
doctorate degrees in sacred theology,

law, and Greek and Latin. He was
active in the American Pro-Life move-
ment and founded the International
Documents Center, which is designed
to preserve the world’s valuable manu-
script collections.

For the past 2% years, Father Tan-
zola served on my Washington staff.
He was a man of high principle, loyal
to this country and its ideals and abso-
lutely dedicated to his fellow workers.
He will be deeply missed by all whose
lives he touched.
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RADIO STATION WMAL COM-
MENDED FOR EFFORTS ON
BEHALF OF FIGHT AGAINST
LEUKEMIA

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, In these
economic times when private initiative
is especially important to fund needed
programs, I would like to commend
radio Station WMAL in Washington,
D.C., for its outstanding efforts on
behalf of the fight against leukemia
and its listeners who year after year,
respond with totals that are higher
than anywhere else in the country.

WMAL's ninth annual Leukemia Ra-
diothon, the weekend of February 27
to 28, brought a record of more than
$317,000. WMAL gives up its entire
commercial product for this 25-hour
period which is devoted exclusively to
raising funds for this most worthy
cause. The host of the radiothon is
Bill Mayhugh who has worked tire-
lessly on this project since it was
launched 9 years ago—a project that
has brought more than $1 million for
leukemia research in the Washington
area.

And aside from those familiar per-
sonalities who appear before the
microphones, there are many WMAL
production and technical staffers who
deserve special mention. Along with
producer Eileen Griffin, I would like
to commend the efforts of Janice
Iacona, Maureen Morales, Glenn
Gardner, Tony Renaud, Pat Anastasi,
Joanie Miller, Donna Harrell, Ed
Painter, Ray Shannon, Vickie Hill,
Steve Stefany, Larry Krebs, Karen
Henry, Carol Highsmith, Marla Bane,
Ondine Marquer, David Fox, Linda
Cobb, Bonita Bing, Mike Dawson,
Linda McQueeney, Pat Ryan, Dianne
Earley, Helen Sawyer, Phyllis Larry-
more, and Brigid Reed.

Certainly the contribution of the
Greater Washington Chapter of the
Leukemia Society of America must
also be recognized. Executive Director
Jim Fitzgerald and his staff provide
outstanding support.

Two related efforts played a large
role in the success of the project. The
Leukemia Casino Night chaired by
Pennie Abramson and Michael Epstein
raised nearly $102,000 of the total.
They were assisted in this effort by
the Golden Nugget of Las Vegas and
Atlantic City and their personnel—
company President Shannon Bybee,
his executives and managers, Boone
Wayson, Mike Moore, Alan Anderson,
and Bob Culton and many other tal-
ented employees. In addition, the bar-
tenders of Washington added nearly
$48,000 to the radiothon by donating
proceeds of the Annual Bartenders
Ball chaired by Craig Goodman. About
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2,800 people donated to the ball and
more than 150 Washington area res-
taurants and related service organiza-
tions and companies contributed to
the ball’s success.

Finally, I would like to submit the
editorial that was broadcast on WMAL
the morning after the successful
effort. It summarizes the spirit that
made this private initiative such an
outstanding success.

LEUKEMIA RADIOTHON, MARCH 1 AND 2, 1982

I'm Andy Ockershausen, Executive Vice
President of WMAL, Inc., with an AM-63
opinion * * *

For many years, WMAL has been proud to
say—"we like to be in Washington, D.C.”

We've never been more proud than this
weekend when you, our listeners, pledged a
record, over 317-thousand dollars to help
fight leukemia.

It was our 9th annual Leukemia Ra-
diothon * * * and over those years you've do-
nated more than a million dollars to the
Leukemia Society of America.

That money has gone to support research
and treatment * * * to help parents whose
children are suffering from the disease * * *
and to help educate doctors and the public.

Your generosity speaks for itself. On
behalf of our Radiothon host Bill Mayhugh,
the entire WMAL staff, the Leukemia Socie-
ty, and the people who will benefit from
your gifts * * * thank you.

As Jackie Gleason would say—Washing-
ton—"You're the greatest."”

AUTHORIZING SECRETARY OF
THE ARMY TO RETURN TO
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GER-
MANY CERTAIN WORKS OF
ART

I ask

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker,
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 4625) to
authorize the Secretary of the Army
to return to the Federal Republic of
Germany certain works of art seized
by the U.S. Army at the end of World

War II,
thereto, and concur
amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 1, line 3, after “That” insert “(a)”.

Page 1, line 5, after “of,” insert “certain”.

Page 2, line 1, after “art.” insert “Such
committee shall include one member desig-
nated by the United States Holocaust Me-
morial Council (established pursuant to the
Act entitled “An Act to establish the United
States Memorial Council” (94 Stat. 1547; 36
U.S.C. 1402)).".

Page 2, line 6, strike out “Sgc. 2.” and
insert: (b)

Page 2, lines 8 and 9, strike out “the first
section of this Act” and insert “subsection
ars

Mr. WHITE (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate amendments be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

with Senate amendments
in the Senate
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the initial request
of the gentleman from Texas?

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, and I will
not object, I want to commend the
gentleman for his labors in bringing
this legislation to what appears to be a
successful conclusion.

Could the gentleman, for the benefit
of the House, just explain the slight
changes made in the bill when it came
back from the Senate?

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I thank him for
asking the question.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4625, an act to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to
return to the Federal Republic of Ger-
many certain works of art seized by
the U.S. Army at the end of World
War II, was amended by the Senate in
two instances. One of the amendments
was strictly technical in nature and
provided that only certain works of art
would be returned. The second provid-
ed that the committee which will
review the art to determine its suit-
ability for return to Germany will in-
clude one member designated by the
U.S. Holocaust Council.

Both those amendments are accepta-
ble to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. Accordingly, I urge that the
House concur in them.

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the initial request
of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks, and to include extraneous
matter, on the matter just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule
I, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 4 of rule
XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken today after debate has been
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules.
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SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE
PRESIDENT SHOULD PRESS
FOR SAFE AND STABLE ENVI-
RONMENT FOR FREE AND
OPEN DEMOCRATIC ELEC-
TIONS IN EL SALVADOR

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
226) expressing the sense of the Con-
gress that the President should press
for unconditional discussions among
the major political factions in El Sal-
vador in order to guarantee a safe and
stable environment for free and open
democratic elections.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Con. Res. 226

Whereas it is necessary for the major po-
litical factions in El Salvador to renounce vi-
olence in order to promote a free and open
electoral process;

Whereas extreme abuses of international-
ly recognized standards of human rights
must be overcome to make it possible for
candidates throughout the political spec-
trum to engage in political activities safely;

Whereas it is important that the constitu-
ent assembly elections scheduled for March
1982 be considered valid by all political fac-
tions which oppose the policies of the
present government in El Salvador;

Whereas it is important that the constitu-
tent assembly elections scheduled for March
1982 be considered valid pursuant to accept-
ed international principles governing elec-
tions, including article 21 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights; and

Whereas the Government of El Salvador
has declared its willingness to accept inter-
national observers for the elections, which
should provide such elections greater ac-
ceptance and credibility: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the President should
press for unconditional discussions among
the major political factions in El Salvador in
order to guarantee a safe and stable envi-
ronment for free and open democratic elec-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Barnes) will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GiLman) will be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. BARNES).

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Res-
olution 226 expresses the sense of Con-
gress that the President should press
for unconditional discussions among
the major political factions in El Sal-
vador in order to guarantee a safe and
stable environment for free and open
democratic elections.

The reasons for the resolution are
made clear in the whereas clauses,
which argue as follows:
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First, all political factions in El Sal-
vador should renounce violence in
order to promote a free and open elec-
toral process.

Second, human rights abuses must
be overcome to make it possible for all
candidates to engage in political activi-
ties safely.

Third, it is important that the con-
stituent assembly elections scheduled
for later this month be considered
valid by all political factions, and meet
accepted international principles of
validity including those enumerated in
article 21 of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights.

Fourth, the Government of El Salva-
dor has declared its willingness to
accept international observers for the
elections.

Mr. Speaker, the elections are in ex-
treme danger. The left has not re-
nounced violence in order to partici-
pate in the elections, and the security
forces have not curbed human rights
abuses so as to make it possible for all
candidates to campaign safely. The re-
sults of the elections will not be ac-
cepted by the left, and charges and
countercharges of fraud by the parties
that are participating in the elections
make it doubtful that the results will
be accepted as valid even by those par-
ties. There is even a danger that a coa-
lition of rightwing, antidemocratic
parties will win the elections.

I am not one of those who has op-
posed these elections. I do not have
the high hopes that some have that
the elections will contribute to ending
the war, but I think they are worth a
try. But if the elections are to have a
positive outcome, it is very important
that we try to find ways to improve
the climate for the elections, and ways
for the democratic left to participate.
We have not tried hard enough. The
hour is very late, but I think Congress
should go on record in favor of at least
trying, through discussions among the
factions, to create conditions whereby
the elections will be meaningful.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Res-
olution 226 is a clean resolution re-
flecting actions taken by the Subcom-
mittee on Inter-American Affairs,
which I have the honor to chair, and
the full Foreign Affairs Committee on
the original resolution (H. Con. Res.
197). House Concurrent Resolution
197 was adopted by unanimous voice
vote in both the subcommittee and
full committee, after all amendments,
including those offered by the minori-
ty, were accepted. Although the ad-
ministration has not to my knowledge
taken a formal position on the resolu-
tion, after it was reported by the sub-
committee a high-ranking official of
the State Department indicated to me
that the resolution reflected the ad-
ministration’s position. Accordingly, I
would think this is an essentially non-
controversial measure, and I urge its
adoption.
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I wish to congratulate the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. YATRON)
for his leadership on this issue, and I
yield him such time as he may con-
sume to speak on the resolution.

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, I stand
before this House today, greatly con-
cerned and distraught, over the pa-
thetic and volatile state of affairs, in
El Salvador. There is a fear spreading
throughout the United States that our
present policies toward this belea-
guered country are bringing us a step
closer to military intervention and
open armed warfare. I certainly hope
this is not the case, but I have not
seen any indications that an end to
the war is imminent or the continual
abuse and murder of innocent people
has in the least bit subsided. In fact, it
is becoming blatantly clear, that with
every passing day, the violence is esca-
lating, destroying the private sector
and increasing the already startling
death toll in this impoverished Cen-
tral-American nation.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this res-
olution is to urge the President to
press for unconditional discussions be-
tween the revolutionaries and the
Duarte government in hopes that they
can resolve this conflict and establish
a peaceful and stable environment for
all major political factions to safely
participate in the electoral process.

The focus of this resolution is on
elections as a political solution. How-
ever, unless a concerted effort is made
by the Government of El Salvador to
lay the foundation for peace prior to
elections, the violence will continue
and the democratic process will again
be subjected to fraud and corruption.

This resolution does not advocate a
sharing of power between the guerril-
las and the government nor does it
seek to give anyone on the negotiating
table what they have been trying to
achieve on the battlefield. What this
resolution does seek to do is to
strengthen the hands of the people of
El Salvador to determine their own po-
litical destiny thereby weakening the
radical elements in the El Salvadoran
military who are responsible for the
repressive policies of the civilian-mili-
tary junta.

Mr. Speaker, the Reagan administra-
tion has had over a year to freely im-
plement its policies in El Salvador and
to this end is increasing military as-
sistance to the junta in hopes of
achieving a military victory.

We are slowly reaching a point of no
return. Clearly, there is a Soviet-
Cuban threat in the Western Hemi-
sphere which seeks to establish client
states in Central America. However, if
we continue with our military policies
without exhausting the political alter-
natives we will be playing into Castro’s
hands, radicalizing the left against the
United States, and precluding any op-
portunity, to develop a sound econom-

2703

ic and strategic relationship with a
new government.

President Duarte’s policies are being
continually undermined by the mili-
tary leadership in El Salvador exem-
plifying the control that the right-
wing extremists have in the govern-
ment. By pressing for unconditional
discussions we can strengthen Presi-
dent Duarte’s efforts to politically re-
solve this dispute with the leftist op-
position forces.

During the past year I have met
with various members of the private
sector and the academic community as
well as active supporters and critics of
the present regime in El Salvador.

In every meeting I have had almost
everyone claims that their side has the
support of the people. Frankly, I have
not seen any legitimate independent
surveys or polls taken in El Salvador
indicating that either side has the
popular support they claim. The only
way the people of El Salvador can
freely exercise their will for the first
time in over 50 years is through elec-
tions in a safe and nonviolent environ-
ment with the broadest possible par-
ticipation of all parties throughout
the political spectrum. The present
conditions in El Salvador are not con-
ducive to the electoral process and will
therefore accomplish little or nothing
in terms of ending the war.

Mr. Speaker, President Duarte has
invited the revolutionaries to lay down
their arms and participate in elections.
This offer was rejected by the diplo-
matic and political leadership of the
guerrillas for a variety of reasons
which I may not necessarily support.

However, whether one supports the
revolutionaries or not, if they were to
unilaterally disarm and enter San Sal-
vador to participate in elections they
would be placing their lives in the
hands of the army and security forces
which could prove to be fatal.

What does the administration stand
to lose by pressing for unconditional
negotiations? If frank and open discus-
sions among the guerrillas, the Gov-
ernment, and other political factions
under international supervision can
bring about a consensus as to how this
conflict can be fairly resolved, then
the administration will have strength-
ened its bargaining position with a
future freely elected Government. The
importance of this cannot be over-
stressed.

If negotiations fail, we will at least
be able to expose those elements who
do not favor a political solution.

In the final analysis, the warring
factions in El Salvador are at a cross-
roads and must come to a decision as
to which path they will follow:

A cease-fire, discussions, and elec-
tions; or the continuation of a pro-
longed military struggle.
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The former should be welcomed by a
strong commitment by the United
States to achieve these objectives.

Mr. Speaker, I believe this resolution
identifies the goals which will bring
about a safe environment for free and
open democratic elections. Only in this
way can we truly achieve a just and
lasting peace in El Salvador.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
ZABLOCKI).

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to record my
strong support of House Concurrent
Resolution 226.

I would first like to call attention to
the superb work of the sponsor of the
resolution, Mr. YaTrON, and the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Inter-
American Affairs, Mr. BARNES, and the
ranking Republican, Mr. GILMAN.
They have brought to the floor a reso-
lution which received wide bipartisan
support from the members of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs. They
are to be commended for the extensive
efforts which they devoted to this
matter and for preparing a clear, re-
sponsible statement of congressional
policy.

The resolution before us today as
our colleague, the chairman of the
subcommittee, Mr. BARNES, has out-
lined, expresses the sense of Congress
that the major political factions in El
Salvador enter into unconditional dis-
cussions in order to guarantee a safe
and stable environment for free and
open democratic elections.

It is a resolution which is supportive
of a major U.S. foreign policy objec-
tive toward that beleaguered coun-
try—namely, the promotion of a suc-
cessful and meaningful exercise of the
democratic process.

It is a resolution which offers the
best hope for an eventual settlement
of a tragic conflict and one which I
firmly believe merits our bipartisan
support.

Mr. Speaker, the recent history of El
Salvador is one of bloodshed and vio-
lence—and a degree of human suffer-
ing which is beyond the comprehen-
sion ' of most Americans. It is my pro-
found hope that the elections which
are scheduled for the 28th of this
month will prove to be an important
milestone toward reducing the level of
civil strife and will provide the basis
for an eventual peaceful settlement.

For this vital effort to succeed, how-
ever, a minimal level of safety and se-
curity must be provided to a substan-
tial part of the electorate and this re-
quires movement toward discussion
and cooperation among the often bit-
terly divided political forces in the
country. Unless that basic security is
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provided, in fact, the results may well
be of little value.

At the same time, Mr. Speaker, we
must recognize that preparations for
the forthcoming elections are being
carried out under the most difficult of
circumstances—as the fighting contin-
ues and even escalates on both sides.
The Duarte government must be given
due credit for making a reasonable
effort to obtain the participation of
the opposition forces in the election.
For instance, it has permitted elec-
tronic campaigning by candidates to
minimize the physical danger to which
they might otherwise be exposed. It
has also ruled that political parties
allied with the guerrillas may be regis-
tered for the election—but still, it
should be noted, those opposition
groups have not been willing to submit
their political programs to the judg-
ment of the Salvadoran people.

Mr. Speaker, it is my fervent wish
that the election process in El Salva-
dor will move forward, despite these
difficulties, with a minimum of vio-
lence and disruption—and that the re-
sults will lead to a brighter future for
this devastated nation.

In that spirit, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote for the adoption of this
resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as the ranking minori-
ty member of the Subcommittee on
Inter-American Affairs and a cospon-
sor of this legislation, I have worked
closely with its author, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. YaTrON) to
help bring this bipartisan initiative to
the floor. The intent of this resolution
is not to challenge the policies of the
Duarte government or the stated ad-
ministration objectives, but to focus
congressional attention on the critical
need to strengthen the processes for a
free and open election.

Mr. Speaker, by this legislation, we
seek to encourage the broadest possi-
ble participation in the electoral proc-
ess in El Salvador by all political fac-
tions who are truly dedicated to a
peaceful democratic solution to the
conflict. In this effort, we sought to
underscore the need to renounce vio-
lence and human rights abuses from
all sources from the right and from
the left as being detrimental to a free
and open electoral process.

The Government of El Salvador has
scheduled elections for a national con-
stitutional assembly to be held on
March 28 of this year. This important
first step toward a return to democrat-
ic government has been strongly sup-
ported by the Catholic Church of El
Salvador, the major peasant labor or-
ganizations, and the private sector. In
addition, the members of the Organi-
zation of American States voted over-
whelmingly to endorse the election
and send an official observation team
to join those representing the some 60
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individual nations invited to partici-
pate.

All of us hope and pray that the con-
flict in El Salvador will end by peace-
ful means. The best way to accomplish
that objective is through the renunci-
ation of violence and full participation
in free, fair and open elections. Every
effort should be made to include in
the electoral process all legitimate po-
litical factions who are dedicated to a
peaceful democratic solution. House
Concurrent Resolution 226 calls for
unconditioned discussions in order to
guarantee a safe and stable environ-
ment for free and open democratic
elections.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
join us in this effort to support a
democratic solution in El Salvador by
gassing House Concurrent Resolution

26.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

0O 1300

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BroomFIELD), the distinguished rank-
ing minority member of our commit-
tee.
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, at
the outset, I also would like to com-
mend the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Inter-American Affairs, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
BARNES) as well as the ranking minori-
ty member, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GiLman), and certainly the
sponsor of this resolution, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. YATRON),
for bringing this resolution to the
floor.

I support House Congressional Reso-
lution 226, which expresses the sense
of Congress that the President should
press for a safe and stable environ-
ment for free and open elections in El
Salvador. This resolution is easy to
support because the President already
is doing precisely what the Congress is
encouraging him to do.

Our administration has called all
along for free and open elections. Our
administration has reaffirmed that
these elections must be conducted in a
safe and stable environment in order
to protect the integrity of the elector-
al system, as well as to protect the
lives of those who wish to campaign. I
am sure, therefore, that President
Reagan will welcome this concurrent
resolution which clearly supports his
own efforts on behalf of freedom and
democracy in El Salvador.

It is noteworthy that all of the mod-
erates and even the rightwing ele-
ments in El Salvador have agreed to
pursue the electoral process in hopes
of ending internal strife. The acting
archbishop of El Salvador has backed
the election as well as the Pope. The
OAS has overwhelmingly endorsed
elections in El Salvador and has
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agreed to send observers. I understand
19 countries have agreed to send ob-
servers to the election. Only the left-
wing Communist guerrillas have re-
fused to participate in the election.
They have declared that they will do
everything possible to disrupt it. It is
again obvious that the Cuban-backed
guerrillas have no interest in support-
ing democracy, but only in instilling a
Communist dictatorship similar to
that existing in Nicaragua as well as
Cuba.

I call on my colleagues today to back
this resolution which expresses our
desire that free and open democratic
elections should be conducted in a safe
and stable manner in El Salvador.

Support for the resolution is support
for both President Reagan’'s ongoing
policy and certainly support for the ef-
forts of the Duarte government to
bringing about democracy in Central
America.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from California (Mr. RoUSSELOT).

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
support the Yatron resolution (H.
Con. Res. 226). It seems to me that
this resolution is quite different from
so many which have attempted to ad-
vance one particular side of the tragic
situation in El Salvador or the other.
This resolution highlights the fact
that there will be constituent assem-
bly elections in El Salvador next
month and it underscores the impor-
tance that these elections be conduct-
ed in a free and fair manner so as to
represent truly the will of the people
in that tragic country.

It is unfortunate, in my view, that
certain of the wording of this resolu-
tion falls into the code word category
used by one side or another in the El
Salvador conflict. The call for uncon-
ditional discussions, for example, picks
up terminology used frequently by the
forces of the extreme left or Marxists
elements. Their code word, uncondi-
tional, is a smokescreen among other
things for their requirement that
there be a restructuring of the armed
forces of the Government of El Salva-
dor before any final solution to the
problem can be negotiated. This, of
course, is setting out in advance a con-
dition which can only be completely
abhorrent to the other side of the bar-
gaining table.

It strikes me as passing, strange, in
conditions of armed conflict, that one
side requires the dismantling of the
structure of the other side before a
final solution to the conflict can come
about. But the use of this particular
code word and some other terminology
subject to manipulation by one side or
the other is subordinate to the far
more important point with this resolu-
tion. That is that the Yatron resolu-
tion states the prevailing sentiment in
this House in support of an electoral
process which the Government of El
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Salvador is attempting to bring about
even under excruciatingly difficult cir-
cumstances. From all signs that I have
been able to see to date, these elec-
tions will be conducted in the best pos-
sible manner under the circumstances.

It seems to me that we should ap-
plaud this effort on behalf of the Gov-
ernment of El Salvador and it further
strikes me that the Yatron resolution
does just that. I, therefore, give my
support to this effort. Far too many
seem inclined to criticize the Govern-
ment of El Salvador and to overlook
the many attempts that it is making to
seek a just and a peaceful solution to
the terrible problems that plague that
country. The elections are one such at-
tempt and I believe that they deserve
our wholehearted support.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEIss).

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 226, which expresses congression-
al support for unconditional discus-
sions among parties in El Salvador to
facilitate the elections scheduled there
for later this month. I do so, however,
with concern that this message not be
wrongly interpreted to give congres-
sional credence to the Salvadoran elec-
toral process, which as currently
framed is unjust and undemocratic.

I first want to commend the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. BARNES), the
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Inter-American Affairs,
for his concern for this matter and his
leadership in getting to the truth of
the situation in El Salvador.

The Salvadoran Government, led by
President Jose Napoleon Duarte but
dominated by rightwing and military
forces, does not have the support of
the Salvadoran people. In the last few
years, the Government has not even
been able to carry out the few reforms
it had promised, including the highly
touted agrarian reforms. Very little re-
distribution of resources has taken
place, and the peasants and campe-
sinos have little more than they did
when the current junta came to
power.

Instead, the Government relies on
military force to suppress and defeat
dissent and public opposition. Military
or paramilitary rightwing groups have
killed as many as 30,000 innocent Sal-
vadorans, and hundreds of thousands
of others have fled the country fear-
ing their lives and their security.

Hope for fair and open elections
later this month has been dashed.
Military rule has made free and full
participation impossible, opposition
political parties are excluded from of-
ficial participation in the elections,
and sadly the elections could worsen
the problems they are intended to
ease.
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The Reagan administration, mean-
while, has staunchly defended and
supported the Salvadoran Govern-
ment. Already, 77 U.S. military person-
nel are stationed in El Salvador, and
the President has sent more than $80
million in military aid to the Duarte
regime. An additional $18 million is
being spent to train Salvadoran sol-
diers at U.S. Army bases.

The administration already has said
that it will escalate U.S. aid to El Sal-
vador. The President is asking Con-
gress for $60 million in additional mili-
tary aid to the Duarte goverment in
fiscal 1983. This is a drastic 250-per-
cent increase over the $26 million we
authorized for the current fiscal year
and does not include discretionary
funds available to the President.

The President's certification report
on conditions in El Salvador submitted
to Congress in Janaury reported more
of what the President wished to hear
and less of what was actually taking
place in El Salvador. Politically moti-
vated murders and torture have in-
creased significantly during the past
year. Amnesty International reported
that perhaps 12,000 innocent Salva-
dorans were Killed last year.

There is little hope that this climate
will allow the Salvadoran people to
vote freely on March 28. It is simply
too late to neutralize the charged mili-
tary atmosphere there.

Negotiations, however, are long over-
due. The Reagan administration has
thus far rejected proposals for talks
among major political factions in El
Salvador in favor of a military solu-
tion. Yet the proper role for the
United States in El Salvador is in en-
couraging negotiations that might
lead to peace and might include all
segments of that embattled society in
shaping a truly democratic society.

For this reason, I support House
Concurrent Resolution 226. Its provi-
sion urging unconditional talks is a
welcome breath of fresh air in a
debate that has until now unfortu-
nately focused predominantly on mili-
tary assistance.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished majority
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WRIGHT).

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I do not
know how much good this resolution
will do, but I support it because it puts
us on the side of those who would
settle their differences by ballots and
not by bullets.

The one consistent plea of Latin
Americans, too often ignored, has been
the insistent plea for self-determina-
tion.

We have no right to dictate the deci-
sion of what party governs El Salva-
dor. That is not our choice to make.

We do have both right and obliga-
tion, in the interest of a peaceful
neighborhood, to insist that the choice




2706

be made by the Salvadoran people
themselves—not through the process
of force and fear and terror, but
through the process of fair and free
elections.

The elections which are set for
March 28 provide the only present
hope—and quite possibly the last
hope—of salvaging a democratic politi-
cal system in this little nation which
lies at the pulsating heart of Central
America.

The Government now headed by
Jose Napoleon Duarte has asserted its
complete willingness to abide by the
results of those elections. We should
do the same. And we should urge with
whatever persuasion we possess that
all other parties do likewise.

While our entreaties may be wholly
ignored by the terrorists, we should
implore them by every peaceful means
at our command to abandon their boy-
cott of the elections and to encourage
rather than discourage their followers
to participate.

There can be no intellectual or
moral respectability in acts of terror
designed to sabotage the election proc-
ess. And let us make it clear that our
call for talks among all parties is in no
way aimed at subverting that process
and substituting a cynical process of
private power brokering behind the
people’s backs.

In the long and checkered history of
our relations with the countries of
Latin America, we have been some-
times a source of inspiration and some-
times a source of resentment and fear.
On occasions we have smothered them
with a bear hug, and for long periods
frozen them with the indifference of
benign neglect.

When we have backed the electoral
process and peaceful local self-deter-
mination, we have been consistent
with our own ideals and have been
worthy of their respect.

When we have not, we have be-
trayed those ideals and blurred our
image.

In the great liberating upheavals of
the last century, men like Bolivar and
O’Higgins and San Martin and Benito
Juarez looked to the United States for
their model and their political inspira-
tion.

In 1948 we backed electoral democra-
cy in Costa Rica, and for 23 years it
has been a model of progressive demo-
cratic government.

In the 1950's, we backed elections in
Venezuela, and a democracy has
emerged from the ashes of the mili-
tary oligarchy.

In the 1960’s John F. Kennedy with-
drew diplomatic recognition from a
military junta in Peru and agreed to
restore it when free elections were re-
sumed. They were.

In the aftermath of Trujillo’s dicta-
torship in the Dominican Republic, we
joined with other members of the OAS
to insure free elections, and for the
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past 16 years a constitutional democra-
cy has survived.

Those have been our finest hours.
When we have tried to interfere by
overpowering force, or by covert
action to destabilize the constituted
governments in Chile and Guatamala,
we have betrayed our own principles
and in the end have betrayed our own
credibility.

There are democratic forces emerg-
ing in the Caribbean. The tender
plants of political freedom in Hondu-
ras and Jamaica, in Costa Rica and
now in Panama, need to be watered
and nourished and encouraged not
alone by word but by example.

To that end I support this resolution
and the elections of March 28 as the
only legitimate and honorable way in
which to solve the difficulties and stop
the needless bloodshed in El Salvador.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Arizona, (Mr. Rupbp).

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend my friends and col-
leagues, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. YATRON) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GiLMaN) for their
dedication in attempting to find some
sort of help for what is going on with
our friends and neighbor to the South.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution that we
have before us today urges negotia-
tions between the recognized Govern-
ment of El Salvador and the Commu-
nist-rebel forces who are engaged in a
violent struggle even now. The propo-
nents of this resolution portend that
before free and democratic elections
can take place, the two sides should sit
down and resolve their differences to
provide a stable environment for these
crucial elections. In any way that you
look at it, I believe this is putting the
cart before the horse.

What this approach would achieve is
exactly what the leftist forces and
their Communist suppliers in Havana
and Moscow are hoping for: That is to
give the Communist insurgents the le-
gitimacy which they have been unable
to gain for themselves through terror-
istic coercion and bloodletting.

The violence in El Salvador has
made one thing clear: The rebels aim
is nothing less than to strap the El
Salvadoran people in the bonds of
communism and to further the en-
trenchment of communism in Central
America. Recent reports attest that
the leftist guerrillas have lost any pop-
ular support and would win less than 1
percent of the vote in proper elections.

Our perception of this situation
must be crystal clear, and we must be
scrutinizing of any action which we
take which will send signals down into
the area about our resolve to defend
against the spread of communism.

The Government of El Salvador has
declared its willingness to accept inter-
national observers for the scheduled
elections to insure that candidates and
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participants would act in freedom and
safety. There is every reason to believe
that the will of the people will be ex-
pressed in the scheduled elections, and
I believe that we should support the
Government in proceeding in the fair-
est manner by carrying out these elec-
tions promptly and without putting
any unnecessary roadblocks in the way
of the elections. This administration is
working for that desired result, one
desired by all of us, to achieve tran-
quility and peace in the area. That is
what the people of El Salvador want.
That is what we all want. To put out
any sort of a resolution at this time
would simply cloud that issue and give
legitimacy to the Communist forces.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH).

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, as
a cosponsor to this resolution, I urge
my colleagues to give it their full and
bipartisan support.

I would like to stress one issue above
all, and that is that it is very clear
that in the last month or so there has
been a defined change in the Ameri-
can public perception of the El Salva-
dor issue, particularly as it relates to
the stationing of American advisers in
El Salvador. The stationing of those
advisers jeopardizes bipartisan support
for the administration’s foreign policy;
it jeopardizes the prospects of the ad-
ministration’s party in the fall elec-
tion; and it jeopardizes, above all, the
influence of the President on a whole
spectrum of issues, economic as well as
security.

I cannot think of a more propitious
time for our advisers to be returned
home.

I also cannot think of a more propi-
tious time for the administration to
welcome neutral third-party involve-
ment in negotiations. In this regard,
the recent initiative of the President
of Mexico, Mr. Lopez Portillo, stands
out as a beacon of hope.

Earlier this morning, the Secretary
of State indicated—and I think very
tragically—that the involvement of
Mr. Lopez Portillo would only be con-
structive if there were preconditions to
Nicaraguan behavior. Preconditions at
this time could not be less meaningful
to the situation in El Salvador, and
this resolution points to the need for
negotiations without conditions. That
is exactly what this country needs at
this time. I urge Members of my party
as well as the majority to give this res-
olution their fullest support.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 226, which I have joined in spon-
soring.

Through years of lack of foresight,
faulty analysis, false economies, inad-
eguate planning, and incomplete rec-
ognition of the full range of our inter-
ests in El Salvador and its region, we
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are today faced with a situation which
presents us with a narrow range of op-
tions, none of them very appealing.

This is sad, frustrating, and irritat-
ing. And I'm afraid that in our now
somewhat desperate consideration of
the problem, too many of us are miss-
ing too many important elements in
the picture.

Some are turning a blind or callous
eye to the atrocities which are undeni-
ably being committed by groups and
forces with at least a formal loyalty
and responsibility to the Salvadoran
Government.

Others fail just as blindly to recog-
nize both the dramatic reforms which
the current Government is carrying
out, and the progressive nature and
democratic credentials, earned in pre-
vious elections, of the Government’'s
civilian leaders.

We are also presented with accounts
which omit entirely the abuses and
outrages, the death and destruction
committed by the guerrilla opposition
in its effort to take politicial power by
force.

Then, there are too many who fail to
appreciate adequately the extent to
which at least some of those in the
struggle believe they are fighting op-
pression and seek only justice.

And finally, there are also too many
who seem to assume that because the
guerrillas are fighting against a gov-
ernment with a military component,
they are merely seeking to end repres-
sion and are backed by the majority of
the people. There is no evidence to
support this view, and considerable
evidence to the contrary.

Amidst all this selective vision, Mr.
Speaker, we need to be sure that we
are looking as clearly and honestly as
we can, and we need to take the most
balanced and reasonable position that
we can. After all, we have interests to
defend in El Salvador. They include
our national security interests, our
real need to protect against the intro-
duction into this nearby area of forces
alien to the region and hostile to us.
We also have a basic commitment to
economic and social justice, and a fun-
damental, unshakable interest in the
survival and success of democracy—
true democracy—wherever possible,

In protecting and pursuing our inter-
ests, we will have to expect to apply
our resources, including various kinds
of assistance, carefully aimed and
closely monitored. But not least of the
resources we need to apply is some
thoughtful, steady, skillful, balanced
diplomacy.

In all of this the Congress has a role
to play—and that brings me to the res-
olution before us. It was first intro-
duced last fall by the distinguished
gentleman from Pennsylvania, and re-
ceived extremely careful and thought-
ful consideration by both the Subcom-
mittee on Inter-American Affairs and
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
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As a result of the commendable initi-
ative of the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania and of the unusu-
ally thoughtful treatment the resolu-
tion received, we are presented today
with a resolution of considerable bal-
ance, and commendable focus on the
essence of the problem.

To begin with, it avoids useless and
possibly irritating efforts to place
blame, and focuses instead first on the
importance of bringing the violence
and the abuses of human rights in El
Salvador to an end. Mr. Speaker, I see
no grounds for objection here.

The resolution then stresses how im-
portant it is that the elections sched-
uled for the end of this month find
broad acceptance, both in El Salvador
and elsewhere, and that there be some
objective standards and judges for
measuring their validity. While it is
always possible to quibble over words,
I see no basis for objecting to the
thrust of these provisions.

Finally, the resolution calls on the
President “to press for unconditional
discussions among the major political
factions in El Salvador in order to
guarantee a safe and stable environ-
ment for free and open democratic
elections.”

Mr. Speaker, this is important. The
goal—our goal—in El Salvador must
always be democracy, and it must
always be the only kind of democracy
worthy of the name: one based on free
and open elections. Discussions—or ne-
gotiations—may validly be used to
help create or improve the conditions
for elections, but we must guard care-
fully against being drawn into sup-
porting negotiations which would take
the place of elections. The right of any
group to speak for the people must be
validated, and there is only one place
to do it: the ballot box.

In El Salvador, with elections scarce-
ly 4 weeks away, the hour is short, and
the need is urgent. If at all possible,
the appeals of this resolution should
be heeded: The violence and abuses
should end, and elections of the freest,
cleanest, and most open sort should be
held. Whether the resolution will be
heeded of course remains to be seen.
But by passing the resolution, we can
place ourselves, in the eyes of the Sal-
vadoran people and of the people of a
watching world, squarely in favor of
an end to killing and the beginning of
a truly democratic process in which
the voice of the people will prevail.

I therefore urge our colleagues to
join in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 226.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. STUDDS).

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this resolution, notwith-
standing the source and nature of
some of the support that has been ex-
pressed for it.
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Let me say that the Secretary of
State did not welcome it when he was
asked about it in committee this morn-
ing, and the reason it bears my name
is that it flies in the face of the admin-
istration’s position.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the Yatron resolution. I congratu-
late the author of the resolution for
articulating a policy that can be sup-
ported both by those who respond pri-
marily to the emotional and humani-
tarian aspects of the crisis in El Salva-
dor, and those who are seeking simply
to analyze in a cold-blooded fashion
where the best foreign policy interests
of the United States reside.

This is in stark contrast to Reagan
administration policy—which serves
neither humanitarian goals, nor the
best political interests of the United
States.

The President and his spokesmen
have expressed opposition time and
time again to precisely the sort of un-
conditional discussions called for in
this resolution. The administration
has demanded that any such discus-
sions occur subsequent to military sur-
render by the opposition, and that
these discussions be limited to partici-
pation in the elections this month.
The Yatron resolution attaches no
such conditions or limitations. Rather,
it recognizes that unconditional dis-
cussions are necessary to create “a
stable environment” before ‘“free and
open democratic elections” will be pos-
sible.

President Reagan's opposition to
such discussions make sense, if at all,
only if you accept the premise that
those in opposition to the Salvadoran
junta are unalterably wedded to vio-
lence, and unwilling to negotiate with
sincerity a peaceful resolution of the
conflict. This may be the case, but I
submit that this has not been proven,
that there is considerable evidence to
the contrary, and that Reagan admin-
istration policies, if pursued without
change, will preclude any opportunity
for any outcome other than total mili-
tary victory by one side or the other,
an outcome which could not occur
without the even more massive shed-
ding of blood.

The administration alleges that the
opposition seeks to negotiate only as a
ploy for time, and that it seeks to win
at the bargaining table what it cannot
win on the battlefield. No statement
could seem better calculated to insure
more violence.

If the opposition is bluffing, let us
call the bluff, not raise the stakes.

Military aid to the tiny country of El
Salvador is growing almost as fast as
spending for domestic social programs
is shrinking. The level of violence in El
Salvador has, nevertheless, not been
reduced: the opposition is stronger
than ever; and the terrorists of the
right remain out of control.
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The United States should not con-
tinue to signal thumbs down to the ne-
gotiating and mediation proposals put
forward by the opposition, by the
church, by Mexico and other Latin
American countries, or by various
international political groups. The
time has come in El Salvador to stop
the fighting and start the talking.

Toward this goal, the Yatron resolu-
tion represents an important first
step. I strongly urge its approval.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LAGOMARSINO).

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
the Yatron resolution is a good state-
ment of the objectives which we ideal-
ly seek for obtaining a peaceful solu-
tion to the conflict in El Salvador. Its
goals are ones supported by this ad-
ministration, and President Duarte
himself has encouraged the rebelling
political factions to return to El Salva-
dor and participate in building a de-
mocCracy.

The word “negotiation” has been
used several times here in connection
with this resolution. If you will read
the resolution, you will find there is
no reference to negotiation. The words
used are ‘“‘unconditional discussions.”
There is quite a difference.

Both President Duarte and this ad-
ministration are committed to a politi-
cal, not a military, solution in El Sal-
vador.

The resolution calls for the Duarte
government to actively support the
March 28 constituent assembly elec-
tions and the role of international ob-
servers.

The resolution calls for control of
human rights abuses, a goal which we
all support. Even such a staunch
human rights advocate of the Wash-
ington Post—attached—believes Presi-
dent Reagan was correct in certifying
that the junta in El Salvador is com-
mitted to human rights, reforms, and
elections.

The Organization of American
States, the Catholic bishops of El Sal-
vador, peasant labor organizations,
and the private sector, all have stated
their strong support for the electoral
process.

Finally, the resolution called for all
major political factions to renounce vi-
olence in order to promote the free
electoral process. That is perhaps the
key element in this resolution. Some
seem intent on placing the burden for
achieving the goals of this resolution
just on the junta in El Salvador. But
what do the sponsors of this resolu-
tion propose in the way of bringing
pressure against the guerrillas fight-
ing in El Salvador to have them re-
nounce violence and lay down their
arms and agree to participate in the
constituent assembly elections? Unilat-
eral disarmament is no more realistic
for achieving peace and insuring free
and democratic institutions in El1 Sal-
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vador than it is in any other part of
the world. Having the guerrillas accept
the principles of this resolution would
be the real triumph. I hope that can
be achieved.

As our administration and the
Duarte government seek a political so-
lution to the crisis there, I believe we
in the Congress can best serve the
cause of peace and freedom by encour-
aging the political process.

The general thrust of the resolution
is supported by the administration.
Secretary of State Haig just this
morning made that point before the
Foreign Affairs Committee.

However, and unfortunately, certain
aspects of the resolution detract from
its basic scheme of support for the
electoral process and may lead to mis-
interpretation. Due to procedures
under which this resolution is being
brought before the House, we cannot
at this time make or even consider the
needed changes. Nonetheless, I believe
the central message of this resolu-
tion—support for free, fair, and open
democratic elections in a peaceful en-
vironment—is important enough for
me and all of us to lend our support.
[From the Washington Post, Jan. 29, 1982]

CERTIFYING EL SALVADOR

Congress had demanded that the presi-
dent, in order to continue aiding El Salva-
dor, certify that the junta is committed to
human rights, reforms and elections. Yes-
terday the president so certified. We think
he did the right and necessary thing. It's
evident, however, that the situation in El
Salvador is confused and dismal enough
that, had a president wanted to, he might
have marshaled grounds to go the other

way.

The trouble lies not in the decision Mr.
Reagan made but in the nature of the
hurdle Congress forced him to jump. Many
people in and out of Congress fear that the
junta is a loser, unable to tame the extreme
right sufficiently to fight the extreme left
effectively. They could turn out to be right.
But probably most congressmen who voted
to set up the certification procedure did not
mean that the president should take it liter-
ally and use it to cut off the junta. Rather,
they surely meant to be giving the president
at once a way to push the junta harder and
an incentive to do so. Now that Mr. Reagan
has certified the aid, however, some of them
are feeling aggrieved.

They might better inquire more rigorous-
ly into what it is they mean to do. It is well
to press the administration to be more at-
tentive to rights, reforms and elections. This
administration has needed pressing. It is
misleading, however, to proceed as though
El Salvador were a fresh issue on which the
United States had the luxury of making an
up-or-down judgment every six months, as
the law stipulates, on the basis of the
junta's rights record.

A little history: burned by Anastasio So-
moza's replacement by a Cuba-oriented
regime in Nicaragua, Jimmy Carter under-
took a bold, preemptive political interven-
tion in El Salvador. Ronald Reagan is fol-
lowing basically the same policy. Call it a
grit-your-teeth policy: to support a reform-
ist junta, with a lot of bad eggs in and
around it, in order to avoid a Somoza-Sandi-
nista choice. For critics to narrow their
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focus to the teeth-gritting without consider-
ing the policy's larger aims is shallow and
unfair,

For people who can't take the junta, the
honest response is not to say the junta is—
surprise—beset and flawed, but rather to
make the case that it's acceptable to the
United States if El Salvador goes the Cuban
way. Perhaps this will have to be said of
Guatemala, burdened by a regime that
seems beyond the pale even of the conserva-
tive Ronald Reagan, let alone of the liberal
Jimmy Carter. El Salvador, however, is an-
other story: the place where both president.s
decided it was worth hanging on.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, we have
2 minutes remaining on this side and
we have three speakers.

I ask unanimous consent that my
time be extended by 1 minute so that I
can yield 1 minute to each of the three
Members who are seeking time to ad-
dress the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, one of the rea-
sons for bringing this resolution up
under this procedure is so it could not
be amended and so that there could be
limited discussion on it.

Mr. BARNES. None of the Members
are seeking to amend the resolution.

Mr. WALKER. Well, if the gentle-
man would let me finish my state-
ment, the problem, of course, that you
have brought up under suspension of
the rules so that it comes up under a
time limitation.

My understanding is that there are a
number of Members on this side that
might have some amendments to offer
if this resolution were brought up
under the regular procedures of the
House.

Therefore, I would say to the gentle-
man that while I understand his prob-
lem with regard to time, I will feel
constrained to object, simply because
the procedure picked was the gentle-
man’s own.

Mr. BARNES. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman for his courtesy to our col-
leagues in not permitting them the 60
seconds to speak.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I
object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SOLARZ).

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, this res-
olution is based on two fundamental
assumptions. The first is that the only
way to achieve peace in El Salvador is
through an electoral process in which
the people of that country will be
given an opportunity to freely and
fairly determine their own future.

The second assumption is that, given
the nature of the situation and the
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conflict in El Salvador, the only way
to get an agreement between the
major political factions in the country
on an electoral process in which they
can have some confidence is through
unconditional discussions between
those factions in an effort to find a
way and a formula through which all
sides can have some confidence that
the results of such an election will be
respected.

It is no more realistic to expect the
guerrillas to lay down their arms and
participate in an election supervised
by the current security forces than it
would be to have the security forces
lay down their arms to run an election
supervised by the guerrillas.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from New York
has expired.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. FENWICK).

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Speaker, I will
not take more than half a minute and
I would like to yield the other half
minute to my colleague, who seems to
be under the pressure of time.

I support this resolution. I am not
flying in the face of our administra-
tion or our President by doing so and I
would like that understood. There is a
difference between negotiations and
discussions and I welcome this resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to
the other side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentlewoman will remain on her feet.
She is yielding 30 seconds to a Member
on this side.

Mr. BARNES., Can I reserve 30 sec-
onds for our colleague?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from New York has the
time at this point.

Mr. GILMAN. I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR).

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, U.S. policy toward El Salva-
dor has reached the point of impasse.
On the one hand, the Reagan adminis-
tration has claimed that the human
rights record of the Salvadoran junta
has improved, and has thus sanctioned
increased military aid. U.S. officials
continue to speak the extravagant
rhetoric of the cold war, and raise the
spector of further U.S. military in-
volvement.

On the other hand, evidence collect-
ed by reputable international organi-
zations, by journalists, by church offi-
cials, and by Members of this Congress
disputes the administration’s claims
on human rights and calls to question
the wisdom of our actions in El Salva-
dor. The American people have ex-
pressed their anxiety over the situa-
tion in recent polls showing that a ma-
jority do not favor increases in U.S.
military aid to El Salvador.
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Meanwhile, each day brings reports
of the mounting death toll in El Salva-
dor.

Today, we address the issue of how
to break this deadlock, halt the spiral-
ing violence, and encourage a political
solution to the conflict in this war-rav-
aged nation. This resolution goes to
the heart of a problem that has for
too long been obsecured by ill-consid-
ered rhetoric and imprudent action.
By urging the President to press for
unconditional discussion among the
major political factions in El Salvador,
it compels us to search for the circum-
stances that will guarantee a safe and
stable environment for free and open
elections.

These circumstances do not now
exist in El Salvador. Violence, fear,
and intimidation limit participation in
the electoral process. Leaders of oppo-
sition parties—who have for decades
sought a democratic solution in El Sal-
vador—have been marked for death by
the armed forces. The ballot box
offers no freedom of expression to a
people who are daily suffering the
brutalities of a civil war.

Unless elections are placed in a
broader context of political concilia-
tion, they will be neither democratic
nor bring about a peaceful resolution
to the Salvadoran conflict. For this
reason, I call upon the Members of
this body to support this timely reso-
Iution.

I am also asking my colleagues to
take an additional step that I believe
will contribute to a viable political so-
lution in El Salvador. A most promis-
ing avenue has been opened by Mexi-
can President Lopez Portillo, who has
offered to serve as a mediator among
the polarized factions in Central
America. President Lopez Portillo’s
offer is an historic opportunity that
we cannot afford to ignore. Congress-
man JiM LEacH and I are circulating a
letter to President Reagan asking him
to consider President Lopez Portillo’s
peace initiative. I hope others will join
us in this effort.

I urge the Members of this Congress
to accept the challenge offered by
President Lopez Portillo last week,
when he said:

Let us together prevent the catastrophe.
It is possible. The consequences of failure
are unthinkable. I appeal to men of good
will; let us give each other a last opportuni-
ty. We will know how to make use of it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise on the theme
that my colleague from New York
(Mr. SorLarz) was building upon and
that is: In order for this electoral proc-
ess to be meaningful in El Salvador, it
seems to me that there has to be nego-
tiations. I support the resolution that
is before us; but in addition to that, I
would urge my colleagues to seriously
consider a letter that is being circulat-
ed by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LeacH) and myself and others on this
side of the aisle that calls upon Presi-

2709

dent Reagan to look into the issues
raised by President Portillo and con-
sider them for lasting solutions to the
problems in Nicaragua as well as to
those problems that are pending
before us now in El Salvador.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE).

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I just re-
turned from Rome where I had the
privilege of having lunch with three
members of the government—deputies
in the Italian Government—and they
said that all the emphasis in their
media on El Salvador is being orches-
trated by the far left to divert atten-
tion from Poland and Afghanistan.

Free Lech Walesa. There should be
marches in the streets in Amsterdam
to free Lech Walesa. Instead, they are
worrying about El Salvador.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GaRci1A) or as much time as I have left.

Mr. BARNES. And I yield my re-
maining time to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Gagrcia) as well, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
both my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to say
that I think that this debate is prob-
ably one of the most important de-
bates that is going to take place on
this floor.

Mr. Speaker, the crisis in El Salva-
dor is escalating. Over 30,000 people
have died since the 1979 coup; the
economy is in a shambles, the society
is split apart, and there are no signs
that the situation will improve unless
negotiations take place between all le-
gitimate political groups in that coun-
try. The left, as well as the junta,
must be able to begin a constructive
dialog before elections can take place.

The elections will have no real
meaning unless they are preceded by
negotiations. The civil war will not
stop for the elections. Both sides must
lay down their arms, a reorganization
of the military would be helpful in
achieving this end, and elections must
take place if there is to be any peace
in El Salvador. But it is only through
negotiations that any of this can be
achieved.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from New York
has expired.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
an additional 30 seconds to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. GARCIA).

Mr. GARCIA. The United States
must bear partial responsibility for
the problems in El Salvador. We must
use our influence to bring about nego-
tiations, then elections, in El Salvador.

I, therefore, support House Concur-
rent Resolution 226, calling for negoti-
ations and elections in El Salvador.
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V. S. Naipaul,
writer, said that—

Politics have to do with the nature of
human association, the contract of men
with men.

Let us try and help the people of El
Salvador draw up a contract based on
peace and understanding, not carnage
and terror.
® Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, earlier today I expressed my
belief that U.S. policy toward El Salva-
dor, aimed as it is toward a military so-
lution rather than a political resolu-
tion, is fundamentally wrong. I realize
that many of my colleagues would like
to believe the Reagan administration’s
approach is workable. I cannot agree.

For those who still have faith in the
policies the administration is pursuing,
the following essay by a former
member of the ruling junta should
demonstrate, better than my own
words have, that the present policy
cannot work.

I also want to take the opportunity
to place in the REcorp the statements
made by Mr. Ruben Zamora, diplomat-
ic representative of the opposition
forces, on the occasion of a congres-
sional workshop on El Salvador that
took place on November 5, 1981. That
conclave was organized by the gentle-
man from Texas, Representative

the Trinidad-born

LeLanp, and I had the privilege of
being one of the cosponsors. Mr. Za-
mora's statements were reprinted in
the New York Times of January 22,
1982.

I hope my colleagues will take the

time to read Mr. Zamora’'s article, be-
cause it represents the official policy
of the opposition, whose views have
been greatly distorted and misquoted
in this country. If we forget for a
moment that the United States is em-
broiled in that conflict on the side of
one of its combatants, Mr. Zamora’'s
position will appear to be coming from
a detached, middle-of-the-road observ-
er. It is frightening that people are
being slaughtered in El Salvador for
holding to views that, in our country,
would barely raise attention.

EL SaLvADOR: AN ELECTION Is BAD NEWS

(By Adolfo Arnoldo Majano)

The plan to hold an election next month
in El Salvador, while not the direct cause of
the country’'s current problems, is certainly
one of the contributing factors. As a partici-
pant in the October, 1979, coup and as a
former member of the governing junta, I be-
lieve that the election should not be held,
that negotiations between all representative
forces in the country take place first.

No election held in a climate of violence,
with limited participation and little if any
discussion of issues, can accomplish a legiti-
mate peace in El Salvador. Negotiations
would reveal the true obstacles and deep
problems that are preventing peace, and
thus would establish a framework for what
must be done to reconcile our society.

Although social injustice is at the root of
El Salvador’s crisis, the immediate principal
problem that Salvadorans confront is that
of human-rights violations. These keep the
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people in constant fear and escalate the con-
flict.

More and more Salvadorans also are
drawn into the social turmoil caused by un-
employment and economic crisis. This
touches all of the population, from the pro-
fessional sector to the political resistance
movements to the non-conformist fringe.

The magnitude of El Salvador’'s problems
indicates that the present government lacks
both a base to sustain itself and the possibil-
ity of having its programs accepted by the
people. The government has exhausted all
political possibilities of resolving the prob-
lems by cutting off dialogue with the oppo-
sition and negating the participation of
other sectors in the govenment. Above all,
the junta's effort will fail because it has lost
all credibility and authority by masking or
failing to cope with gross human-rights vio-
lations.

Negotiations would also cause these prob-
lems to be brought into the open, where
they might be dealt with. Whatever solution
might be reached it must respect the integ-
rity of the military forces that demonstrat-
ed the spirit of justice by supporting the
coup two years ago.

On Oct. 15, 1979, when the present civil-
ian-military government was installed, the
leaders of the coup issued a proclamation
that attempted to synthesize the primary
aspirations of our countrymen. As we
stated, the coup's general objective was to
correct the imbalance and inequities within
a framework of mutual understanding
among all sectors of Salvadoran society.

Those of us in uniform aspired to disen-
gage the military from all partisan politics
and to play a new role, that of a profession-
al armed force to protect and defend our
country. This new role would merit the re-
spect and appreciation of our fellow citizens,
and would prevent our being used by any
party or group for its own interests.

Since then, the balance has shifted and
power is held entirely by a small group.
These people are responsible for taking our
nation into a wider, more perilous arena of
conflict, pitting the military against their
countrymen. This has compromised nation-
al and military prestige and endangered the
very future of the armed forces, for a popu-
lation that has suffered under a corrupt
military may decide to do away with it en-
tirely.

Hardly anyone in El Salvador has been
untouched by the tragedies generated by
this conflict. An estimated 30,000 have died,
300,000 have fled to other countries or to
refugee camps, and 300,000 others have
been displaced from their homes within the
country.

El Salvador’s only hope is to return to the
principles that we held in the 1979 coup.
With dissenters shut out, elections will not
accomplish this.

Elections in my country have set a terrible
precedent of fraud and death. The few who
have held power in collaboration with the
military have never allowed the results of
any honest election to be implemented.

Thus it would be much better to negotiate
our differences and establish a natural tran-
sition that recognizes the new equilibrium
of political forces within our country.
Through negotiations, we can determine the
shape of the future government, and then
hold clean, authentic, democratic elections.

Only by such means can El Salvaddr's dis-
puted political power be resolved, not by
some superficial plan designed by the junta
and totally disconnected from the reality of
El Salvador today.
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Although 1 have withdrawn from public
life, I appeal to the international communi-
ty to assist my country, first of all by re-
specting El Salvador's right of sovereign
self-determination.

(Col. Adolfo Arnoldo Majano represented
moderates in the Salvadoran military as a
member of the junta established by the
1979 coup. Conservatives took over the
junta a year later, and Majano resigned in
protest. After being held in prison, he was
deported last March. He now lives in
Mexico.)

SAVING SALVADOR—MR. ZAMORA'S REMARKS

AT A CONGRESSIONAL CONFERENCE OF THE

FUND FOR NEW PRIORITIES IN AMERICA

(By Ruben Zamora)

There are two different approaches to
finding a political solution to the conflict in
El Salvador.

The first was proposed by the Salvadoran
Government and is supported by the
Reagan Administration.

The other has been proposed by the Sal-
vadoran opposition—the broad alliance of
progressive political parties, peasants’ and
labor unions, professional associations, and
popular mass organizations that form the
Democractic Revolutionary Front and by
the five political-military organizations now
united in the Farabundo Marti National
Liberation Front—and is supported by the
Roman Catholic Church as well as several
European and Latin-American countries.

The Government's proposal is just to have
elections for a Constitutent Assembly in
March, allowing the Democratic Front (not
the National Front) to participate if it com-
pletely renounces violence and breaks its
ties with the National Front.

In principle, the two fronts are not op-
posed to elections; in fact, they believe that
elections should be part of a comprehensive
solution to the Salvadoran conflict. The
electoral process is a good instrument for
the people to express their will—when the
opportunity really exists to choose freely.

In the context of the present war and of
Salvadoran history, however, there are ab-
solutely no conditions for free and fair elec-
tions. There is a state of siege; in recent dec-
ades, elections have always been fraudulent
and have no meaning for the people; there
is a complete lack of confidence in the coer-
cive apparatus through which the country
has been ruled for so long and which is still
very much entrenched in the power system.

In such circumstances, for the two fronts
to lay down their arms to those who have
been killing our people for years would be
nafve, suicidal. Why should we do such a
stupid thing, when, in addition, even United
States sources recognize that the war is
going in favor of our side? What they are
doing is asking us to surrender, and that is
something we are never going to do.

The two fronts have proposed, instead, a
negotiated political solution, a comprehen-
sive settlement that would include but not
be limited to elections and which would re-
quire previous talks.

Why do we propose such a negotiated po-
litical solution? Because we feel responsible
for the future of El Salvador and know
what the prolonging of the war—one that
was forced upon us—would mean; because
we are sensitive to the suffering of our
people; because we do not wish United
States intervention with Marines, although
in such a case we would continue the strug-
gle indefinitely, and the conflict would
become completely regionalized. If all of
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that could be avoided by a process of politi-
cal discussion, it is our responsibility to go
through it.

We propose that the peace talks be con-
ducted under five principles: first, the talks
should be held between the Government
and the Democratic and National Fronts.
That means we will not accept any attempt
to separate the forces of the fronts. Such a
division would not lead to any realistic solu-
tion. Second, there would be witnesses from
other governments, since, otherwise, deep
mistrust could easily lead the talks no-
where. Third, the talks must be comprehen-
sive—they should attempt to tackle the fun-
damental roots of the situation. Fourth, the
Salvadoran people must be objectively in-
formed; it is their interest that is at stake,
and their broad support is necessary for an
effective settlement. El Salvador's news
media are totally controlled and manipulat-
ed by the oligarchy; thus, arrangements are
necessary to avoid oligarchic manipulation
of information. Finally, there should be no
preconditions for the talks. A cease-fire
could be a matter for discussion as part of
the process itself.

For the agenda, we propose two funda-
mental and broad issues. The first one is the
new economic and political order that would
be sought after the discussions. Our pro-
gram for economic and political change—
based on principles of truly democratic and
pluralistic representation of different social
and political groups, complete respect for
the human rights of the population, the cre-
ation of a mixed economy and an interna-
tional policy of national independence and
nonalignment—would be brought to the ne-
gotiating table. The second item is the re-
structuring of the armed forces. We are not
calling for their destruction but for a proc-
ess of making one out of the two armies
that now exists: the popular army of the
two fronts and the junta's army. For a polit-
ical settlement to be successful, two oppos-
ing armies can not coexist. Unless we are
able to form one with elements from both
sides, peace can not be achieved.

Although difficult, a negotiated political
solution seems the only rational possibility
to end the war.

(Ruben Zamora is a leader of the Demo-
cratic Revolutionary Front in El Salvador.)e
@ Mr. CORRADA. Mr, Speaker, I join
in this resolution expressing the sense
of the Congress that President Reagan
should press for unconditional discus-
sion among the major political sides in
El Salvador in order to guarantee an
environment conducive to free and
open democratic elections.

The deteriorating situation in that
troubled country is of direct impor-
tance and interest to our country. We
are committed to insure that the Gov-
ernment of El Salvador is a faithful
and democratic representation of the
will and choice of its people. Only
then can we be assured that no outside
influence is attempting to disrupt the
democratic process to impose their
own choice of the Government to the
detriment of the Salvadoran people.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this resolution so that we may send
a clear signal to the world of the posi-
tion of the U.S. Congress on this im-
portant issue.@

e Mr. BEDELIL. Mr. Speaker, as you
know, House Joint Resolution 226 ex-
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presses the sense of the Congress that
the President should press for uncon-
ditional discussions among the major
factions in El Salvador in order to
guarantee a safe and stable environ-
ment for free and open democratic
elections in El Salvador. I believe this
measure merits our fullest support
and I urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of its passage.

As you are all aware, since the Presi-
dent’s decision to provide the Duarte
regime with additional military assist-
ance, the levels of political violence
committed by both leftwing and right-
wing extremists has increased. Mean-
while, our role in this conflict has
become more complicated. U.S. per-
sonnel have been seen carrying M-16
automatic rifles and U.S. helicopter
pilots are alleged to have ferried Sal-
vadoran troops on combat missions.

The present situation is grave and
appears to be worsening. As always,
the end result is greater degrees of vio-
lence and more human suffering.
Clearly, the present internal, political
climate in El Salvador is not conducive
to free and open elections.

Nonetheless, there is cause for hope.
Hope that is reinforced by passage of
House Joint Resolution 226. In the
last several weeks, a clear momentum
toward open discussions between the
various factions in El Salvador has
been growing. Ruben Zamora, leader
of the Democratic Revolutionary

Front, has endorsed a negotiated polit-
ical settlement between the Duarte
regime, the Democratic, and National

Revolutionary Fronts. Last week,
President Lopez Portillo of Mexico of-
fered to act as a conduit in an effort to
bring peace to Central America. Final-
ly, last week President Reagan pre-
sented a plan to the Organization of
American States that would promote
greater economic and social develop-
ment throughout Central America and
the Caribbean Basin.

Each of these proposals merits our
consideration. Each of these proposals
helps to establish a framework under
which discussions and negotiations for
a peaceful and internal settlement to
El Salvador's problems could begin.
Passage of House Joint Resolution 226
demonstrates congressional commit-
ment to promote peaceful solutions to
the problems of El Salvador and the
Caribbean Basin.

Although the hour is late, we must
never blush from attempts at negotia-
tion. Further, we should keep in mind
the dramatic success that was scored
by British- and United States-spon-
sored initiatives that led to a peaceful
resolution to Zimbabwe’s internal con-
flicts. This resolution attempts to buy
time for El Salvador’'s future; time
that could lead to a cease-fire agree-
ment and constructive dialogs among
all concerned parties in El Salvador
and time that could lead El Salvador
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away from the violence that has
marred its recent past.

For this reason, I support House
Joint Resolution 226 and encourage
my colleagues to join me in support of
its passsage.®
o Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, today's
resolution calls for the President to
urge the major factions in El Salvador
to participate in discussions leading to
safe elections next month. I, of course,
will vote for this resolution, but I am
not at all optimistic about the situa-
tion there.

The violence in El Salvador contin-
ues, with atrocities being committed
by both sides. Obviously, free and
open elections offer the best chance of
moving toward a peaceful settlement.
For such elections to be truly repre-
sentative, though, two conditions
would have to be met: all the major
factions would have to participate and
the violence would have to cease. Real-
istically, I see little chance of either
happening soon.

Last year President Duarte invited
all political parties to participate in
the March 1982 elections for a constit-
uent assembly. So far, the left has re-
fused to participate and is doing all it
can to discredit the election process.
They may have some legitimate rea-
sons for not participating; namely,
fear of reprisals by the right and of
the type of fraudulent practices that
robbed the 1972 elections from Duarte
and the Christian Democrats.

However, the left may also be afraid
that they could not win the elections
and hence do not want to give them le-
gitimacy by participating. It is espe-
cially difficult for us to gage the popu-
lar support for the various factions in
El Salvador. The failure of last year's
final offensive to attract widespread
support for the guerillas makes one
question their popularity; other events
indicate otherwise.

Probably the only thing we know for
sure is that most El Salvadorans are
tired of the fear and violence caused
by the excesses of both sides in the
civil war. Discussions on how to bring
all parties into the election process
would be a welcome development.
Therefore, in spite of my fear that the
factions in El Salvador are simply too
polarized to make any real progress
likely at this time, I shall cast one
hopeful vote for this resolution.e
® Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, 1
strongly support the passage of House
Concurrent Resolution 226.

As my colleagues are aware, the
Government of El Salvador has sched-
uled constituent assembly elections for
March 28. A great deal is at stake in
both the conduct and the outcome of
these elections. If all parties to the
conflict in El Salvador are encouraged
to participate, and the Salvadoran
people are free to vote without fear of
violence or retribution, the elections
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might form a basis for a political set-
tlement to the issues which divide the
country. Building upon the results of
free and open elections, the United
States and other countries interested
in facilitating negotiations between
the leftists, the Christian Democrats,
and the Salvadoran military might
have a chance for success.

The upcoming elections represent an
opportunity to begin a process that
could end the bloodshed and destruc-
tion that has engulfed El Salvador. It
is therefore imperative that every
effort be made to insure that an envi-
ronment is created in El Salvador
which will make possible an election
that represents the will of the Salva-
doran people. Given the present level
of violence in the country, and the
short time remaining before the elec-
tion date, the creation of that kind of
environment will not be easy. It will
only occur if the major political fac-
tions fully discuss procedures for par-
ticipation in, and monitoring of, the
elections, and it will only occur if
those discussions begin soon. Our
country, which has already made a siz-
able financial commitment to El Salva-
dor, and which is being asked to in-
crease the size of that commitment,
has a responsibility to do what it can
to encourage those discussions.e
® Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, no
one could be opposed to the principle
of a free and open election, such as is
called for by the pending resolution.
What troubles me is that the resolu-
tion speaks only to the desirability of
democratic process; it does not call
upon the powers that be to insure that
the resulting constitutent assembly
will have the power to be a real legisla-
ture. It does not state the sense of
Congress that the Government of El
Salvador should bend every effort to
deal with the bitter poverty and hope-
lessness of generations that feed the
violence in El Salvador—and in other
places as well. It does not urge that
our policy should be to encourage the
formation of a government that is
genuinely representative, genuinely re-
sponsive to its people, and genuinely
responsible to the people, rather than
to the oligarchy that has so long domi-
nated El Salvador.

We cannot pretend that elections
alone insure representative and demo-
cratic government. We all know that
the forms of democracy exist even in
the most rigid of dictatorships. Cer-
tainly we should appeal for elections,
but we cannot neglect to appeal for
elections that mean something.

Where in this resolution does it say
that our sense is that genuine reform
is needed in El Salvador? Where does
it say that the government to be elect-
ed will be one that is, in fact, repre-
sentative and responsive? Where does
it say that the constituent assembly
will have real power to act? Those are
the things that count. We all know
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that the Russians and the Cubans
have elections, and we all know that
the forms of democracy existed even
in the Reich. But we also know that
Russian and Cuban elections mean
nothing, because the so-called repre-
sentatives have no power other than
to act as parrots for the ruling powers.
We cannot allow ourselves to be ap-
proving of any sham democracy, but
the resolution does not speak to that.

We have to concern ourselves with
the causes of the misery and blood-
shed in El Salvador. Only when we
face the fact that rebellion arises from
the helplessness and hoplessness that
feed bitter hatred, will we be on the
right road. If we do not pursue a
policy that addresses the causes of the
rebellion, there is no way that elec-
tions will make any difference—espe-
cially if the elections turn out to be
for a powerless and meaningless as-
sembly. Where does it say in this reso-
lution that the elections are the first
step toward real reform?

Thus far in El Salvador, we have
made the same sorry mistakes that
were made in Vietnam. Our policy is
directed almost exclusively to sup-
pressing the rebellion, rather than to
addressing and resolving its causes. We
commit again such insane errors as
sending troops to act as advisers, and
then ship them out if they so much as
carry a rifle. We pay well-guarded and
safe bureaucrats extra benefits for
being in a hazardous place, even while
the soldiers, who are exposed and un-
guarded, get no hazardous duty pay at
all. In Vietnam our Government went
through the motions of supporting
elections and carrying out reforms,
but in the end nothing worthwhile
ever happened. So it is in El Salvador
today.

In Vietnam, we went through the
motions of calling for international
help and cooperation, but it was only
for show. So it is today in the case of
El Salvador.

I believe that what we must do is to
seek real international cooperation in
stopping the violence. I believe that
this could be done by creating a multi-
national peacekeeping force under the
aegis of the Organization of American
States. It should not be an American
force at all; it should be a Latin Ameri-
can force. It may be that we would
have to pay for its costs—but we do
that in the Middle East, and so there
is precedent for such a thing. But it
cannot be an American force, if it is to
be accepted. It has to be a Latin force,
by and for Latin peoples.

I believe that we must stand for poli-
cies that address the terrible problems
of the people of El Salvador. That is
what feeds the violence, more than
anything else. That is what creates
the opportunities that outside agents
exploit. It seems axiomatic that if we
cannot offer real hope, real progress,
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then we really have nothing at all to
offer.

Most certainly the pending resolu-
tion speaks to a need that no one
could deny. But what it does not speak
to is the need for an American policy
that seeks to lead, to do what genuine-
ly needs to be done, that shows we
have learned from the mistakes and
tragedies of the past, and that will
provide a real alternative to violence.
It is not enough simply to call for the
forms and rituals of elections; we have
to call for real progress, for real
reform, for a government that is real
for the people, and not just for the oli-
garchs.

That, tragically, is what this resolu-
tion, for all its ideals and idealism,
fails to do. If we want freedom in El
Salvador, we have to give it a chance.
To give it a chance we must create
hope where there is none, provide op-
portunity where there is none, and
provide the people what they have
never had, and that is a voice in their
own destiny. Those are the elements
of freedom. Those are the tools that
will defeat those who now are exploit-
ing the bitterness and despair of gen-
erations of Salvadorans.e
® Mr. LOWRY of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, over a year ago, I introduced
a resolution which noted the alarming
increase in violence in El Salvador and
the need for a negotiated settlement
to the conflict in that country. It af-
firmed the sense that a democratic
government which respected human
rights was necessary in order for sta-
bility to return to El Salvador. A year
later, I am sad to note that that vio-
lence has not stopped, that respect for
human rights has not increased, and
that all the parties to the conflict
have not yet begun talking to each
other about the problems which are
causing the war in El Salvador to con-
tinue.

More people died from violence in El
Salvador last year than the year
before. Systematic acts of kidnaping,
torture, and murder continue to haunt
the lives of ordinary citizens. Efforts
toward a political solution to the vio-
lence have been obstructed. Earlier
this year, I cosponsored House Con-
current Resolution 226 because I
strongly believe that the role of the
U.S. Government should be one of
seeking a resolution of the crisis. The
United States should urge uncondi-
tional discussions among the major po-
litical factions in El Salvador. I believe
that passage of this resolution will be
important in moving toward a situa-
tion where talks can be productive—a
cease-fire and groundwork for a politi-
cal settlement. While the elections in
are only a month away and will not
solve the inherent problems of El Sal-
vador, I believe that if this Congress
passes House Concurrent Resolution
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226, it will be taking an important first
step in the right direction.e

® Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, I want
to express my support for House Con-
current Resolution 226, which was de-
bated today. This is an extremely im-
portant bill, and its meaning is clear:
that “free and open democratic elec-
tions’” cannot possibly be held in the
climate of violence and terror main-
tained by the Government of El Salva-
dor; and that “free and open demo-
cratic elections” can only be held in a
“safe and stable environment''—an en-
vironment in which all parties and all
citizens can express their political will
without fear of death or persecution.

These appropriate conditions for
democratic elections have never been
the case in El1 Salvador. For decades
political parties have participated in
elections only to see the results of
those elections tampered with or
shamelessly overturned by the armed
forces. President Duarte knows this
best. The last elections in which he
participated, in 1972, together with
Guillermo Ungo, now President of the
Democratic Revolutionary Front, as
his running mate, were overturned by
the armed forces. Jose Napoleon
Duarte won that election and was
jailed and tortured; Guillermo Ungo
was sent into exile, It is this perennial
fraudulent abuse of the electoral proc-
ess by the armed forces and oligarchy
of El Salvador that has brought the
country to its present crisis. It is this
failure of the electoral process
(through fraud and abuse) to reflect
the will of the Salvadoran people that
has led broad sectors of the population
and large part of the political spec-
trum to seek other means.

I have no reason to think that the
situation with elections is any differ-
ent now than it has historically been
in El Salvador. The same people who
orchestrated the 1972 and 1977 elec-
toral frauds are today in firm control
of the armed forces. Why should the
Salvadoran opposition turn over their
arms and participate in these elec-
tions, when they know they will suffer
the same fate of brutal torture and
death which befell Enrique Alvarez
Cordoba, Juan Chacon, and the entire
leadership of the Democratic Revolu-
tionary Front in November of 1980.
They know they will suffer the same
fate as the four American women-reli-
gious. The time of the ingenuous is
long passed in El Salvador.

I do not want to be misconstrued as
appearing to oppose elections in prin-
ciple. In principle, I strongly support
elections as a means of expressing pop-
ular will. But these elections will be
meaningless—indeed, they will only be
one more episode in the long history
of Salvadoran electoral abuse—if there
are no prior unconditional negotia-
tions between major political factions,
to establish an environment in which
truly free and open democratic elec-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

tions can take place. In this respect,
the only sector in El Salvador which
opposes and truly fears open and
democratic elections—in the truest

* sense of that phrase—is the group now

in power. The Salvadoran opposition—
both political and military—have re-
peatedly stated in the U.S. press and
before this Congress, that they accept
entering into elections, but only after
negotiations are held to establish
guarantees for democracy and an end
to violence in El Salvador.

For this reason I support House
Concurrent Resolution 226, and be-
lieve that it is a vote against the ad-
ministration’s and the Salvadoran
Government’s proposed ‘“‘political solu-
tion,” which is to legitimize a brutal
and illegitimate rule by holding nonre-
presentative and abusive elections.
House Concurrent Resolution 226 is
not a resolution in support of the
March 28 elections—and there should
be no misinterpretation of this. It is a
clear vote in support of “unconditional
discussions’” before elections, and un-
conditional discussions without which
there can be no “free and open demo-
cratic elections.” For this reason I give
my full support to this bill.e

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
time has expired.

The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BArNEs) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, House Concurrent
Resolution 226.

The question was taken.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT
SOVIET UNION SHOULD RE-
SPECT ITS CITIZENS' RELI-
GIOUS FREEDOM AND RIGHT
TO EMIGRATE, AND THAT
THIS SHOULD BE AN ISSUE AT
THE FORTHCOMING U.N.
HUMAN RIGHTS MEETING

Mr. BONEKER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
resolution (H.J. Res. 373) expressing
the sense of Congress that the Gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union should
respect the rights of its citizens to
practice their religion and to emigrate,
and that these matters should be
among the issues raised at the 38th
meeting of the United Nations Com-
mission on Human Rights at Geneva
in February 1982, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. REs. 373

Whereas the Soviet authorities have
mounted a triple assault on their Jewish

community, (1) the number Jews allowed to
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emigrate has been reduced from a high of
4,746 in the month of October 1979 to a
total of only 9,400 in all of 1981, the lowest
number since emigration began, (2) frequent
harassments, arrests, and trials have
become an almost daily occurrence, and (3)
unparalled assaults on Jewish self-study
groups occur in the major urban areas; and

Whereas such harassment and obstacles
to free movement violate the obligations of
the Soviet Union to respect the rights of
freedom of thought, conscience, expression,
religion, and emigration, as provided for in
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
the International Covenant on Civil and Po-
litical Rights, the final act of the Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe
at Helsinki, and the Constitution of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resenlatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That it is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) the President should instruct the
United States delegation to the United Na-
tions Commission on Human Rights meet-
ing in Geneva in February 1982 to carry to
the Commission the message that the Soviet
Union should respect the rights of its citi-
zens to practice their religion and to emi-
grate, should stop its harassments, arrests,
and trials of the members of its Jewish com-
munity, and should stop its assaults on
Jewish self-study groups;

(2) the Government of the Soviet Union
should comply with its obligations under
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
the International Covenant on Civil and Po-
litical Rights, the Final Act of the Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe
at Helsinki, and the Constitution of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republiecs, by ceas-
ing the indiscriminate arrests and trials of
Jewish activists, by ending the assaults on
Jewish self-study groups, and by opening its
doors to those who wish to emigrate;

(3) the President should express to the
Government of the Soviet Union the strong
and continuing opposition of the United
States to such harassment of its citizenry,
and the obstacles it presents to those who
wish to emigrate; and

(4) the President should reiterate to the
Government of the Soviet Union that the
United States, in evaluating its relations
with other nations, will consider the extent
to which they honor their commitments
under international law, particularly their
commitments concerning human rights.

Skec. 2. The President shall transmit copies
of this resolution to the Ambassador of the
Soviet Union to the United States and to
the Chairman of the Presidium of the Su-
preme Soviet.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a
second demanded?

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, a second will be consid-
ered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BoNKER) will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEacH) will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. BONKER).
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Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it gives me great pleas-
ure to speak in behalf of House Joint
Resolution 373 as amended, a resolu-
tion expressing the sense of Congress
that the Government of the Soviet
Union should respect the rights of its
citizens to practice their religion and
to emigrate, and that these matters
should be among the issues raised at
the 38th meeting of the United Na-
tions Commission on Human Rights
this month.

House Joint Resolution 373, spon-
sored by our distinguished colleague
from Colorado, PATRICIA SCHROEDER,
was passed unanimously by the For-
eign Affairs Subcommittee on Human
Rights and International Organiza-
tions on February 3, and by the full
Foreign Affairs Committee on Febru-
ary 25. The resolution has wide bipar-
tisan support, and includes 102 cospon-
SOrs.

House Joint Resolution 373 is a par-
ticularly welcome resolution at this
time because it instructs the U.S. dele-
gation to the United Nations Human
Rights Commission to carry our mes-
sage of concern about Soviet violations
of Jewish rights to emigration and
freedom of religion to its current
meeting in Geneva.

The year 1981 marked an unpre-
cedented decline in human rights in
the Soviet Union. Jewish emigration
fell to its lowest point since emigration
began in 1970. Harassment of Jewish
study groups, confiscation of Jewish
literature, and jailings and persecution
of Hebrew teachers have increased. I
would like to take this opportunity to
again call upon the U.S.S.R. to honor
their commitments under the 1975
Helsinki Final Act. I would also like to
ask for compliance with the recently
passed United Nations declaration on
the elimination of all forms of intoler-
ance and of discrimination based on
religion or belief. This declaration
calls upon all states to protect and
promote freedom of religious belief or
practice.

I am honord to support House Joint
Resolution 373, and thank the Honor-
able CLEMENT ZaBLOCKI, the chairman
of the Foreign Affairs Committee for
bringing this bill to the floor. I urge
my colleagues to join me in supporting
this timely resolution.

0 1330

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished chairman of the full
committee, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. ZABLOCKI).

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Joint Resolution 373, as amend-
ed, expressing the the sense of the
Congress that the Government of the
Soviet Union should respect the rights
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of its citizens to practice their religion
and to emigrate, and that these mat-
ters should be among the issues raised
at the 38th meeting of the United Na-
tions Commission on Human Rights at
Geneva in February 1982.

I would like to begin, Mr. Speaker,
by making special mention of the Hon-
orable DoN BONKER, chairman of the
Subcommittee on Human Rights and
International Organizations, and the
Honorable Jim LeacH, ranking mi-
nority member, for their efforts and
those of the subcommittee on consid-
ering this topic. The subcommittee
has begun a series of hearings pursu-
ing the matter of religious persecu-
tion. I wish to commend our colleagues
for their diligence and continuing
commitment to the spectrum of
human rights issues.

The subjects of emigration and reli-
gious persecution have been raised at
the Madrid meeting of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in
Europe. In that forum, U.S. officials
have strongly condemned Soviet anti-
Semitism and religious intolerance,
House Joint Resolution 373, now
before us, urges that the Soviet Union
strengthen its commitment to human
rights concerns—specifically emigra-
tion and religious freedom; and addi-
tionally, that these matters be raised
at the United Nations Commission on
Human Rights currently underway in
Geneva,

During consideration of House Joint
Resolution 373, by the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, an amendment to
that measure was approved. The text
of the amendment inserted emigration
figures to exemplify the present situa-
tion in the Soviet Union. The statistics
are grim—and steadily worsening.
There has been a measurable decline
in the number of Jews permitted to
emigrate from the Soviet Union. Exit
figures are at a 10-year nadir. The
number of Soviet Jews allowed to emi-
grate has dipped from its 1979 high of
51,331 to only 9,400 during all of last
year. The backlog of hopeful Jewish
emigres in the Soviet Union is tremen-
dous—an estimated 200,000 Soviet
Jews have received letters of invitation
from Israel. Such documents are
deemed, by Soviet officials, as prereq-
uisites to enable eligibility to emigrate.
Jews are not the only Soviet ethnics
confronted with restrictive Soviet emi-
gration policies. Armenians and Ger-
mans are targets of such discriminato-
ry policies as well.

As we are all aware, oppresive emi-
gration procedures are not the extent
of Soviet human rights violations. Re-
strictive Soviet practices pervade
many areas affecting the lives and
well-being of the Jewish community in
the Soviet Union. Religious assemblies
are prohibited, and Jews are singled
out for harsher discriminatory policies
than other elements of the popula-
tion. Some are banished to psychiatric
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prisons for attempts to practice their
religion while some are denied access
to higher education and certain pro-
fessions, and are often excluded from
various organizations and professional
associations, universities, and research
endeavors.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the prompt pas-
sage of House Joint Resolution 373, as
amended.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentlemen from New York (Mr.
McGRATH).

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to add my strong support for the
measure now before us. The brutal at-
tacks of the Soviet Government
against those who wish to practice
their religions and those who seek per-
mission to leave the Soviet Union are
reminiscent of darker days in Soviet
history when rule by fear and terror
characterized the regime of Joseph
Stalin and other notorious leaders. Os-
tensibly, the Soviet Government has
progressed from its violent past by
joining many other nations in signing
the Helsinki accords and other inter-
national declarations respecting reli-
gious freedom and the right to emi-
grate. In fact, official Soviet policy
seems to have regressed.

The godless policy of Russification,
which is a blatant attempt to destroy
religious traditions in all of the Soviet
Republics, is one example of Soviet
contempt for international agreements
respecting religious freedom. Harass-
ment and imprisonment of Soviet
Jews, Ukranian Catholics, and other
groups are well documented and pro-
vided further evidence of official disre-
gard for government promises to
insure freedom of religion and the
freedom to emigrate. An entire family
of Russian Pentacostals has chosen to
live in a self-imposed prison in our Em-
bassy in Moscow rather than continue
to live in constent fear of Soviet perse-
cution.

It is imperative that we make Soviet
human rights violations a key part of
our foreign policy and that we contin-
ue to use our freedom to speak out
against these violations in every avail-
able forum. I commend the gentle-
woman from Colorado for her fine
effort in this regard.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
ranking minority member of the full
committee, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BROOMFIELD).

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Iowa for
vielding. I also rise in strong support
of House Joint Resolution 373, which
expresses the sense of the Congress
that the Soviet Union should respect
the rights of its citizens to practice
their religion and to emigrate.

The Soviet Union, in defiance of
every recognized standard of humani-
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tarian activity, and contrary to its
solemn obligations under the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights, the
International Convenant on Civil and
Political Rights, the Final Act of the
Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe at Helsinki, and even
the Constitution of the Soviet Union,
has continued to subject the Jewish
population of the Soviet Union to out-
rageous assaults on their personal dig-
nity, their freedom to practice their
religion, and their freedom to emi-
grate if they so choose.

The Soviet Union’s barbaric behav-
ior contravenes its public declarations
to accept internationally recognized
duties and responsibilities in regard to
a country’s own citizenry. The Soviet
Union's oppression of the Jewish pop-
ulation transcends the political dimen-
sions of communist ideology and fo-
cuses the world’'s scorn not only on the
bankrupt theories of Marx and Lenin,
but on the specter of deep-seated anti-
Semitism in Soviet Russia today.

I urge all my colleagues to support
this resolution. It not only expresses
the sense of the Congress; it lets the
Soviet Union know in clear language
that we are holding them responsible
for their actions, that we are looking
closely into the treatment of its citi-
zens, and that the world will never
again turn its back on events affecting
the Jewish community.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Massachusetts
(Mrs. HECKLER).

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in staunch support of House Joint
Resolution 373, which would express
the sense of Congress that the Soviet
Union should respect the rights of its
citizens to practice their religion and
to emigrate. The resolution would also
recommend that these rights be raised
at the 38th meeting—now in
progress—of the United Nations Com-
mission on Human Rights at Geneva.

It saddens me that we are again pro-
testing the Soviet Government’s out-
rages against freedom and dignity. Yet
we must continue our pressure, be-
cause the war of harassment against
the dissident community by the Soviet
Government has been escalating.

The hunger strike of Andrei Sak-
harov and his wife, Yelena Bonner, is
only one incident that dramatized the
plight of those subject to such out-
rages. The conviction of Viktor Brai-
lovsky, the courageous cyberneticist
who refuses to renounce his Jewish
heritage, is another entry in the litany
of shame. The tribulation of Ida
Nudel, recognized in a World Day of
Protest, March 2, this very day, is still
another.

These are but three of many cases,
but their import is clear. The Soviet
Government has not eased up on its
relentless persecution of Jewish citi-
zens and those who share their love
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for freedom. The exercise of religious
freedom is a grave crime against the
state in the Soviet Union, and we must
never lose sight of that horrendous re-
ality.

Rather than easing up, the situation
is growing worse. Last year's emigra-
tion rate from the Soviet Union, was a
tenth of what it was in 1979, while the
number of those who wish to leave spi-
rals.

We cannot stand mute while the sit-
uation worsens. We, who pride our-
selves on freedom that we take for
granted, have a solemn obligation to
those for whom freedom is only a dis-
tant dream.

We must call upon the leaders of the
Soviet Union to account for their ac-
tions. At the Commission on Human
Rights in Geneva, at the Helsinki
review meetings in Madrid—in every
conceivable forum at every time and in
every place—we must state the case
for freedom.

Because if we do not, no one else
will.

And so we must continue our ef-
forts—our speeches, our telegrams, our
resolutions (such as H. J. Res. 373)—in
the knowledge that they carry the full
weight and power of the truth.
Truth—the truth of justice and free-
dom and decency—is a force that can
humble the most arrogant of tyrants,

If we keep up the pressure—confront
the Soviet Government with the con-
science of the nation that it abuses—
the cause of Soviet Jewry will be won.

It is up to us to continue the fight—
today, tomorrow, however long it
takes—because it must be won.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution
373, which I have been proud to co-
sponsor and which expresses the sense
of Congress that the Soviets should re-
spect the rights of its citizens to emi-
grate and to practice their religions.

For several years, many of our col-
leagues in the Congress have worked
for the release of Soviet prisoners of
conscience, and for the freedom of
Soviet citizens to exercise their basic
human rights. There was hope that
the signing of the Helsinki accords
would mark the end of an era of har-
assment and religious persecution in
the Soviet Union. But, unfortunately
we have since watched as, time and
time again, the Soviets have violated
the agreements which they entered
into freely, and which guarantee the
rights of Eastern Europeans to prac-
tice their religions, and to emigrate,
freely.

We have gathered, time after time,
to express our concern for the release
of Soviet Jewish prisoners of con-
science. But this is not a Jewish
issue—it is an issue which affects
members of all faiths in the Soviet
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Union. This is an issue of fairness, of
liberty and of humanity.

As Americans, we are joined in our
commitment to the principles which
have been so grossly violated by the
Soviet Union. We cannot, we must not
let this issue be buried. We must per-
sist in renewed efforts to encourage
the Soviet Union to comply with inter-
nationally accepted human rights
standards.

House Joint Resolution 373 urges
the Soviet Government to comply
with its obligations under various
international accords to respect rights
of freedom of thought, conscience, ex-
pression, religion, and emigration. It
calls upon the President to join us in
our opposition to the Soviet’s current
policy of persecution, and to send a
message to the U.S. delegation to the
United Nations Commission on
Human Rights meeting in Geneva this
month to reinforce our commitment to
fight for human rights in the Soviet
Union. Accordingly, I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SmiTH), who shares
coleadership on this issue with Mrs.
ScHROEDER of Colorado.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I commend the gentlewoman
from Colorado for her resolution and
feel it is important that we act favor-
ably today on House Joint Resolution
373. The resolution is similar to House
Concurrent Resolution 219 which I in-
troduced last November and I thank
the 155 Members who joined me in co-
sponscring that resolution. It is abun-
dantly clear to me that this is a bipar-
tisan issue that cuts across all religious
and ideological beliefs—and includes
conservatives, moderates, and liberals.

Mr. Speaker, the rights of individ-
uals to practice their religion and emi-
grate freely are fundamental princi-
ples that should be respected by all
governments. In light of the Soviet
Unions’ agreement to the Helsinki
Final Act, the U.N. Declaration of
Human Rights and other human
rights accords, it is tragic, unneces-
sary, and morally wrong that they
have reneged on their word to respect
religious freedom and emigration
rights.

This past January, I had the oppor-
tunity to travel to the Soviet Union
and while there met with many Jewish
refuseniks and other religious activ-
ists. The 9 days I spent in Moscow and
Leningrad have left a deep and ever-
lasting impression on me. It is difficult
to imagine the extreme hardships that
the refusenik families face on a daily
basis, in their attempt to achieve reli-
gious and cultural freedom. Like job
loss, imprisonment, and beatings.

Mr. Speaker, I have returned home
with a deeper commitment to human
rights and a deeper commitment to se-
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curing the rights of others to emigrate
from the Soviet Union. I have also
come home with a greater apprecia-
tion of our own fundamental freedoms
and liberties. As a nation of immi-
grants, I am proud that the United
States is the leader in promoting
global emigration rights.

Mr. Speaker, today emigration is
nonexistent for practically all citizens
of the Soviet Union. Soviet authorities
usually speak of the “reunification of
families,” usually meaning families
torn apart by World War II and the
postwar period, thus effectively avoid-
ing the term “emigration.”

Over the last few months, however,
even emigration of Jews from the
Soviet Union has virtually ceased.
Since the Soviets began an effective
form of emigration over a decade ago,
more than a gquarter of a million Jews
have left the Soviet Union with Israel
visas. This emigration reached its peak
in 1979, when 51,000 Soviet Jews were
granted exit visas. In 1981 only 9,447
Jews were permitted to leave—only
290 emigrated in January of this year.

Mr. Speaker, the crackdown on emi-
gration includes tight eligibility re-
quirements like the rule that requires
that a Jew wishing to leave must re-
ceive a letter of invitation from a very
close relative living in Israel. The Sovi-
ets insist that such a relative be of the
first degree like a husband or wife,
parent or child. Others need not
apply. While in the Soviet Union we
heard of many instances where the
letters, even of the first degree did not

get through the Soviet postal censors.
Mr. Speaker, it is troubling and dis-
heartening that the Soviet authorities

have retreated from their prior
modest reforms and again have adopt-
ed a restrictive policy on emigration.
Moreover, there is ample evidence to
indicate a marked increase in harass-
ments, job loss, arrests, and trials of
Jews. Anti-Semitism is on the rise.
Small Jewish religious and cultural
seminars and informal Hebrew lan-
guage study groups have been raided,
disrupted, and disbanded by the KGB.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that it is im-
portant to stress that these repeated
incidences of religious persecution by
the Soviets are in direct violation of
the commitments to freedom of
thought, conscience, expression, or re-
ligion, and emigration made by the
Soviet Union through its adoption of
and participation as a signatory to the
United Nations International Cov-
enant on Civil and Political Rights,
the Final Act of the Conference on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe at
Helsinki, the United Nations Charter,
and the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. Mr. Speaker, this is a
matter of international concern, this is
a matter of international law. To
remain silent on “compliance failure”
would render these human rights
pacts meaningless.
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Mr. Speaker, I know firsthand that
the refuseniks are eager for us to
know the reality of their situation.
They are eager for us to take their
cause to the free world. They know, as
we do, that recognition of their right
to emigrate—even if only partially se-
cured—will be won only if the West
makes it a priority issue.

We must show the Soviet Union that
we in the United States care, that we
remember these refusenik families,
and that we shall never forget the
hardships and the fears that these
people face on a day-to-day basis. We
must demonstrate to them that the
U.S. Government ranks human rights
as a top priority issue, and make them
realize and appreciate the fact that on
this particular issue, we shall not
budge. They must know that in the
United States, the basic issue of
human rights is not a partisan one;
that no matter what party controls
the White House, the Senate, or the
House, we, as free Americans, will not
be satisfied until all of those who wish
to be free are free.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, as a cosponsor of
House Joint Resolution 373, the
Schroeder-Smith resolution calling on
the President to instruct the U.S. dele-
gation to the U.N. Human Rights
Commission to raise the issue of reli-
gious freedom and emigration for Jews
and others in the Soviet Union, I want
to commend the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Human Rights and
International Organizations, as well as
the chairman of the full committee,
for acting expeditiously on this resolu-
tion so that it might be brought to the
House floor before the U.N. Human
Rights Commission completes its work
next week.

Mr. Speaker, it is a well-known trag-
edy to the Members of this body that
the Soviet Union has drastically cut
back the number of Soviet Jews it is
permitting to emigrate. On January
26, 1982, the New York Times remind-
ed us of the historical tradition of
Soviet authority in an editorial enti-
tled “Still ‘The Prisonhouse of Peo-
ples.’” It stated:

Permitting an orderly emigration and
thus adhering to the Helsinki Final Act
would not be just a favor to the United
States. It would counter one of the oldest
reproaches leveled at Russia. Even in czarist
times, it grimly nicknamed “The Prison-
house of Peoples” because so many ethnic
minorities were sealed inside. They are now
persecuted more brutally than even Com-
munists in czarist times. Yet the new jailers
call themselves enlightened.

The failure of the Soviet Union to
comply with its obligations under nu-
merous international human rights
legal instruments cannot be ignored by
this body and ought to be raised as a
matter of pressing important before
the U.N. Human Rights Commission
meeting in Geneva.
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The administration has expressed its
assurances to us that the operative
sections of House Joint Resolution 373
are fully consistent with administra-
tion policies. The State Department
has also indicated that the United
States may be able to speak on this
issue during the remaining days of
this session. Timely passage of this
resolution will thus be seen by other
delegations at the U.N. Human Rights
Commission as the unified endorse-
ment of the U.S. Congress and the
American people.

Finally, I would like to recognize the
efforts of other Members of this body
who in many ways have drawn atten-
tion to this issue, either on an individ-
ual case-by-case basis or, as our col-
league on this side of the aisle from
New Jersey (Mr. SMI1TH), has done, ina
general framework by calling on the
Soviet Union to end its current policies
of restricting religious freedom and
emigration by Jews in the Soviet
Union. His efforts and those of many
others have contributed to the suc-
cessful progress of the legislation
before us.

I would urge my colleagues to vote
unanimously in favor of House Joint
Resolution 373 as a signal to the
Soviet Union and the U.N. Human
Rights Commission of the undivided
commitment of the U.S. Government
and its people for religious freedom
and the right to emigrate for all peo-
ples.

Thank you.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I vield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. RopinNo).

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to be a cosponsor of House
Joint Resolution 373. Its passage today
will be a clear message of our continu-
ing dedication to the principles of jus-
tice and human rights— a message not
only to Soviet Jews but to oppressed
people everywhere.

The Union of Councils for Soviet
Jews has called current conditions the
“bleakest period for Soviet Jewry” in
more than a decade. Less than 400
Jews were allowed to leave the Soviet
Union last November. Four thousand
emigrated just 2 years previous.

There has been increased harass-
ment, arrest, trial, and internal exiling
of Jewish activists. There has been
stepped-up assaults on Jewish cultural
and scientific groups in an effort to de-
stroy the Jewish cultural movement.

The rights that we take for grant-
ed—the rights to travel freely, to voice
opinions, to worship as one chooses, to
lead a productive life—are abused
daily in the Soviet Union and in East-
ern Europe.

In short, while reducing the number
of exit permits it grants, the Soviet
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Union has intensified the mistreat-
ment and persecution of Soviet Jews
that drive them to escape their home-
land.

The plight of the Soviet Jews epito-
mizes why we must continue to nur-
ture the principles of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. We
must continue to insist that the Soviet
Union honor its international human
rights commitments. We must contin-
ue to take the lead in protesting the
oppression of Soviet Jews and to pro-
mote and protect basic human rights.
We must continue to avail ourselves of
every legitimate avenue and institu-
tion to persuade the leaders of the
Soviet Union to open the doors to all
those who wish to leave and to respect
the fundamental rights of all those
who choose to stay.
® Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank all of my col-
leagues for helping me push through
this resolution. The timeliness of this
statement is crucial in that it will be
brought before the 38th meeting of
the United Nations Commission on
Human Rights at Geneva, which ends
later this month. I also want to thank
our colleagues on the Senate side, Sen-
ator CraiBorNE PELL and Senator
Runy BOSCHWITZ.

The Soviet Union’s consistent denial
of the basic freedoms of its citizens
has long been a matter of grave con-
cern to the American people.

The Soviet emigration procedures
are restrictive, and thousands of po-
tential emigrants are excluded from

the application process itself. In 1980,

Jewish emigration declined from
50,000 to 20,000. In 1981, Jewish emi-
gration declined to less than 9,500.
And each month since August of 1981,
Soviet Jewry emigration has been at
the lowest level in the 11-year history
of the movement.

Repression of cultural, religious, and
even scientific seminars continues una-
bated. This is, therefore, a particularly
propitious time for this administration
to make clear its unequivocal commit-
ment to aiding Soviet Jews and other
Soviet peoples in securing the rights
guaranteed by the Soviet Government
as a signatory of the Helsinki Final
Act.

President Reagan has stated his
commitment to “seek a broader inter-
pretation of family reunification,” to
“identify and publicize specific exam-
ples of Soviet violations of human
rights,” and “to make it clear to the
Soviets that their compliance with the
various human rights agreements
which they have signed will have a
bearing on future bilateral trade and
the exchange of technical and scientif-
ic information."”

America has long been a symbol of
freedom for the oppressed people of
the East. It is only appropriate that
the United States continue to aid in
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the struggle for the basic rights of
Soviet Jews.®

® Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of House Joint Resolu-
tion 373 which expresses congressional
support for the rights of Jews in the
Soviet Union. I want to commend the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BonkeR). The distinguished chairman
of the Subcommittee on Human
Rights and International Organiza-
tions, for his leadership on this issue
and for bringing this resolution to the
floor.

More than 2.5 million Jews remain
in the Soviet Union, where often their
rights are withheld, their jobs are
taken away from them, and their right
to study the Hebrew language and to
practice their religion is officially
denied them. So long as these and
other injustices exist, we cannot
permit the world to believe that real
human right exist in the Soviet Union.

Most glaringly evident is the re-
straint of free emigration conducted
by Soviet officials against Jews. To
give an idea of how serious the emigra-
tion picture is, only 368 Jews were
granted exit visas by Soviet officials in
October 1981, as compared to more
than 4,700 in October 1979 and almost
1,500 in October 1980. This problem
really is a crisis not only for Jews
around the globe but for everyone who
values basic human rights.

Only in the last 13 years have Jews
been able to emigrate from the Soviet
union without indiscriminate opposi-
tion by Soviet authorities. And yet
even now that an official process for
emigration has been established, the
Soviet Government continues to make
emigration a difficult and exhausting
ordeal, often unobtainable for Jews.
And there is no clearly foreseeable end
in sight to this struggle.

Indeed, 1981 was, the bleakest year
for Jews seeking to leave the Soviet
Union since 1970. Not even 10,000 Jews
were granted this right.

This sharp downturn also suggests
the failure of the so-called quiet diplo-
macy. It is clear that unless we speak
up for the basic rights of Soviet Jews
we and they will not be heard

I believe that we must restate our
support for human rights generally
and for Soviet Jews specifically. The
Soviet Union must be shown that
America will not stand quietly by
while Soviet Jews are prevented from
being able to choose where they will
live and how and what they will be-
lieve.

This crisis of Soviet Jewry is an indi-
cation too of the absence of concern
on the part of Soviet officials for
internationally recognized human
rights. So long as the rights of Jews
are abused, there can be no assurance
of freedom or justice in the Soviet
Union.e
® Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my colleagues in strong
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support of House Joint Resolution
373, calling on the Soviet Union to
cease its discriminatory policies
against Jews and its low emigration
rates, The gentlewoman from Colora-
do (Mrs. ScHROEDER), who authored
the bill, and the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. BoNkER), who chairs
the Subcommittee on Human Rights
and International Organizations, have
worked hard to produce a resolution
that expresses the deep concern of the
House, and sends a strong message to
the Soviet authorities on this issue.

The problems facing Jews in the
Soviet Union who wish to practice
their religion or who wish to emigrate
have been well documented by Mem-
bers of this body who have recently re-
turned from the Soviet Union, and
from organizations that monitor
Soviet activities on a regular basis.
The facts are that the number of ar-
rests of Jewish activists, the frequency
of the harassment of Jewish religious
and cultural leaders, and the dramatic
decline in the emigration rate are
clear signs of the intentional deterio-
ration of the Soviet Union’s practices
toward Soviet Jews.

House Joint Resolution 373 is a clear
statement of congressional concern for
the treatment of Soviet Jews. It serves
as a reminder to the Soviet Union that
not only will the Congress not turn its
back on such blatant violations of
agreed-upon international accords, but
that we consider this issue to be a pri-
ority in our bilateral relations.

The chairman of the Subcommittee
on Human Rights and International
Organizations, Mr. BoNKER, has ably
guided this resolution, and resolutions
documenting other human rights
abuses, through the Committee on
Foreign Affairs. His efforts represent
the continuing commitment of this
body to the cause of human rights and
the commitment of this body to the
primacy of human rights in our bilat-
eral relations with other countries. At
a recent subcommittee meeting, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BoNKER) was instrumental in favor-
ably reporting House Concurrent Res-
olution 100 to the full committee. This
resolution expresses our concern for
the Christian Pentecostals residing in
the basement of the U.S. Embassy in
Moscow. I look forward to the time in
the near future when the House can
devote itself to a discussion of the
merits of this case as a further expres-
sion of its concern for human rights.

Mr. Speaker, at this crucial time for
Soviet Jews, this body should be on
record deploring the Soviet Union's
mistreatment of its Jewish population.
I urge the resolution’s immediate
adoption.e
® Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of House Joint Resolution
373 regarding the rights of Soviet citi-
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zens to practice their religion and to
emigrate.

Once again, we must continue to
press the Soviet authorities to refrain
from harassing Soviet citizens for
seeking to practice one of the basic
human rights—freedom to worship ac-
cording to your own beliefs in your
chosen religion. But this right, which
we take for granted in our country, is
not enjoyed by millions of persons
throughout the Earth, with the Soviet
Union being a major violator of this
right.

The right to emigrate is also a basic
right of all human beings and one
which allows you to leave a country
that does not protect its own citizens.
Every person has a right not to feel a
prisoner in his or her own country.
Unfortunately for thousands of
Jewish persons in the Soviet Union,
they are harassed for requesting a visa
to emigrate out of the Soviet Union
and, in most instances, forbidden from
leaving the country.

I join with our colleagues in calling
upon the President to instruct the
U.S. delegation to the United Nations
Human Rights Commission to address
this issue at the current session in
Geneva.@
® Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to see this resolution consid-
ered in the House today. The people of
the United States have invested a lot
of time and energy into the battle on
behalf of Soviet Jews—only to see
much of their progress toward free-
dom of religion in Russia reversed
during the past 3 years. The Congress
is justified—even obligated—to com-
municate the concern of the American
people to the Soviet Union through of-
ficial channels.

Mr. Speaker, the statistics tell the
story. Jewish emigration from the
Soviet Union has plummeted in just 3
years. In 1979, 51,320 Jews were grant-
ed exit visas. Last year, only 9,447
Jews were permitted to leave the coun-
try to join their families in other parts
of the world. For the many Members
of Congress who work on behalf of
Soviet refuseniks, the explanations for
visa denials are always the same: The
individual cannot leave the country
because he or she has had access to
military secrets; or their family ar-
rangements on the other end are not
satisfactory; or the denial is accompa-
nied with no explanation.

The real explanation is that there
exists an anti-Semitic bias in the
upper echelons of the Soviet bureaue-
racy and that bias rears its ugly head
during times of tension between the
United States and the Soviet Union.
Jews have always been the pawns in
the much larger superpower game.
They lose their jobs, they are arrested
on fabricated charges, they are har-
assed, and they are often ignored
when ill or in need of other kinds of
assistance. But the Jews are not
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demure and they do not accept their
situation in silence. For that, they
have become a thorn in the side of the
Soviet Government and they are treat-
ed accordingly.

These people do not deserve the

treatment they get. They most cer-
tainly deserve the respect of the
American people and the attention of
this Congress. I am planning a trip to
the Soviet Union this summer and I
intend to make my views known to as
many Soviet officials as will listen to
me. I am also going to try to visit with
refuseniks and I will be proud to point
to passage of this resolution as evi-
dence of Americans’ concern and sup-
port for their cause.@
@ Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to join in voicing my support for
House Joint Resolution 373, which ex-
presses the sense of Congress in re-
specting the rights of the citizens of
the Government of the Soviet Union
in practicing their religion and in hon-
oring their rights to emigrate from the
Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union signed the Final
Act of the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe, is a party to
the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, and has ratified the Interna-
tional Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights. However, the Soviet Union has
failed to live up to the language of
these basic accords. The severe de-
crease in emigration by Soviet Jews is
a great cause for alarm, as well as the
crackdown on refuseniks and dissi-
dents held captive in the U.S.S.R.

The trials of Victor Brailovsky,
Vladimir Kislik, and Kim Fridman ex-
emplify the Soviet Government's
denial of basic rights and its failure to
honor its international agreements.
Others who have been unjustly perse-
cuted, such as Ida Nudel and Anatoly
Shcharansky, merely wish to be re-
united with their families in Israel.
The attempts at free expression by
Andrei Sakharov were met with offi-
cial condemnation and his exile to
Gorki. These actions represent gross
violations of basic rights which must
be addressed at every opportunity in
order to constantly remind Soviet au-
thorities of the implications of their
failure to live up to their word.

We must direct attention to the in-
human treatment of the Soviet Jew
but also call the sense of Congress to
express our displeasure over the treat-
ment of the Ukrainian Orthodox and
Catholic churches as well as the Chris-
tian and Catholic churches in Lithua-
nia, Estonia, and Latvia and other
non-Russian nations held captive by
the U.S.S.R.

The Kremlin continues to persecute
and suppress the national churches in
the U.S.S.R., and as we are painfully
aware, the Soviets have historically
denied religious freedom as a means to
eradicate nationalism of the Ukraini-
ans, Lithuanians, Estonians, Latvians,
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and other captive people. It is impor-
tant for the United States to continue
to champion the rights of national,
cultural, and religious freedoms for all
peoples held captive. There are mil-
lions who are looking to us to live up
to that commitment.

From the viewpoint of human
rights, religious genocide and U.S. in-
terests, this resolution has consider-
able significance, and I urge the sup-
port for this extremely important and
humanitarian measure.@
® Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, as a co-
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 373,
I would like to urge my colleagues to
support passage of this resolution
which concerns the rights of Soviet
citizens to practice their religion and
to emigrate. Passage of this legislation
will place this issue among those to be
raised at the Geneva meeting of the
United Nations Commission on
Human Rights.

During the last several months, the
deterioration of Soviet Jewish life has
reached alarming proportions. Perse-
cution has increased for Jews who
dare to apply for permission to emi-
grate from the Soviet Union. The loss
of employment, daily harassment,
beatings, elimination of telephone
communication, arrests, and long
prison sentences or internal exile on
such spurious charges as ‘‘malicious
hooliganism™ or “parasitism” make up
the core of systematic persecution en-
countered by the Jewish citizens of
the Soviet Union.

Jews who dare to expect and
demand their right to religious expres-
sion and their right to emigrate face
this kind of severe punishment. And
many Soviet Jews who wish to be re-
united with their loved ones have suf-
fered under these conditions for years.
The situation for them and for other
Jewish citizens is now worse than ever
before.

Most deplorable is the Soviet Gov-
ernment’s official exhibition of anti-
Semitism. The Government crackdown
on cultural practices such as the
teaching of Hebrew or Soviet Jewish
history, has made life unbearable for
Soviet Jews. Systematic persecution
takes the form of KGB searches of
homes and seizures of materials per-
taining to Jewish culture, and the ar-
rests and charges directed at those en-
gaged in Jewish cultural life have in-
creased.

These gross violations of human
rights affect all Jews in the Soviet
Union. Anti-Semitic news articles, tele-
vision programs, and books, all Gov-
ernment-sanctioned, are not uncom-
mon. It has become more difficult for
Jews to be accepted to universities and
scientific institutes, and are, instead,
the target of the military draft. With-
out applying to emigrate and without
involvement in Jewish cultural activi-




March 2, 1982

ties, life for Jews in the Soviet Union
is very bleak.

As life becomes more unbearable for
Jews, the hope to seek a better life
elsewhere has also been dealt a severe
blow. The low figure of 9,447 Jews who
emigrated from the Soviet Union in
1981 is less than one-fifth of the
number of Jews permitted to leave the
Soviet Union in 1979. This year, even
fewer people were permitted to leave
than in previous months.

The crackdown on Jewish emigra-
tion and on the Jewish cultural activi-
ties of Jews in general is alarming.
The arrest of the distinguished Dr.
Victor Brailovsky in 1980 after the
opening of the Madrid review confer-
ence on the Helsinki agreement, the
arrests and sentencing of WVladimir
Kislik and others are part of a crack-
down on Jews who dare to conduct sci-
entific of cultural seminars.

The silencing of citizens whose
human rights are violated has a very
strong echo, one that is too loud to
ignore. ;

It is essential that we in Congress in-
crease the pressure to improve the sit-
uation of Soviet Jews, and intensify
our efforts to persuade the Soviets to
allow those who wish to emigrate to
do so. If the present treatment of
Jewish citizens continues, the number
of Jews wishing to emigrate will in-
crease, and the noise will become
louder still. It is thus absolutely neces-
sary that we continue to do all we can
to seek improvement.

The Universal Declaration of

Human Rights, the International Cov-
enant of Civil and Political Rights,
and the Final Act of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in
Europe at Helsinki, as well as the Con-
stitution of the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics, express well the right to
freedom of thought, religion, and emi-
gration. It is time that those who pro-
fess these commitments begin also to
adhere to them. I will continue to do
all I can to help make this possible.@
e Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, when the
Soviet Union signed the Helsinki ac-
cords its leaders committed themselves
under international law to uphold the
basic human right to worship God
freely according to individual con-
science.

Since that time we have witnessed a
major crackdown against religious be-
lievers throughout the Soviet Union.
Today we are celebrating the release
of Ida Nudel, who has been exiled in
Siberia these last 4 years—since the
Helsinki agreement—for the simple
crime of being Jewish in the Soviet
Union. We still do not know if she will
be allowed to emigrate.

In the basement of the American
Embassy in Moscow today six Russian
Pentecostal Christians are hoping and
praying that another member of their
family, Lidiya Vashchenko, will be re-
leased by the Soviet authorities and
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allowed to return to a grim exile
within her own land.

Maybe the Soviet leaders think we
did not really mean it when we signed
the Helsinki accords. They have count-
ed on our growing weary of dissidents,
or even a little embarrassed at the
hope persecuted believers are placing
in America.

I want to commend my colleagues in
the House for sending this strong mes-
sage that the United States will not
shut its eyes to religious persecution
in the Soviet Union. And I join them
in urging President Reagan to see that
this issue is raised forcefully and re-
peatedly when the Commission on
Human Rights meets in Geneva this
month.e
® Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise at
this time to express my vigorous sup-
port for the measure which is current-
ly before us, House Joint Resolution
373. I would also strongly urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this
bill which was introduced by the fine
Congresswoman from Colorado, Mrs.
SCHROEDER.

House Joint Resolution 373 ex-
presses the sense of Congress that the
Government of the Soviet Union
should respect the rights of its citizens
to practice their religion and to emi-
grate, and that these matters should
be among the issues raised at the cur-
rent meeting of the United Nations
Commission on Human Rights in
Geneva.

The alarming decline in Soviet
Jewish emigration has been a grave
concern of mine for sometime. Last
November, I introduced House Con-
current Resolution 229 which calls
upon the U.S.S.R. to end the current
policies of Jewish emigration discrimi-
nation and expressing the sense of the
Congress that the dramatic decline of
Jewish emigration from the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics is morally
reprehensible.

The statistics on Jewish emigration
unfortunately speak for themselves.
The marked decline in the number of
Jews emigrating from the U.S.S.R. can
be seen clearly since 1979, In that
year, 51,320 Jews emigrated, while in
1981 only 9,447 Jews were allowed to
emigrate. This is a drop of nearly
42,000 people in 2 years. The statistics
for January 1982 are even more dis-
couraging with only 290 emigrants. If
this trend continues, 1982 could repre-
sent an all-time low in Jewish emigra-
tion from the U.S.S.R.

However, aside from the problem of
emigration, I have been deeply con-
cerned about reports of increasing
anti-Semitism in the Soviet Union. For
prejudice in general, and anti-Semi-
tism in particular, are ugly phenome-
non. Behavior which defames or ridi-
cules a religious or ethnic group
cannot be tolerated. Whenever one
group is defamed, the whole of hu-
manity is pulied a little farther down.
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I therefore believe that there is a
pressing need for this resolution to be
passed today, so there can be no doubt
that this great Chamber will not ac-
quiesce in the face of anti-Semitism.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to support
this legislation today and once again
urge its expeditious passage.@

@ Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of House Joint Reso-
lution 373 and I urge my colleagues to
join me in that support.

I do so with firm conviction because
I believe that, as Americans, we imper-
il our own deep sense of human digni-
ty if we ignore the human rights viola-
tions being perpetrated against thou-
sands of Soviet Jews, who ask nothing
more than the right to leave the
Soviet Union for Israel to practice
their religion.

This is not just a matter of moral
right; it is also international law.
Soviet Jews are being harassed, arrest-
ed, and imprisoned for only one
reason—because they are Jews.

This frightening anti-Semitism has
flourished to the point that in 1981,
about 30,000 Jews requested visas to
leave the Soviet Union, but only 9,447
were approved. In 1982, the figures are
alarmingly low, even more unsettling
than in 1981.

The International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights is just one of
many documents that guarantee the
much-cherished freedom of travel and
the freedom of religious expression.
This administration and this Congress
cannot remain fully faithful to the
precious liberties secured by the Cov-
enant unless we vigorously voice our
strongest objections now to Soviet au-
thorities. This is precisely what we
seek to do here today.

As Americans, Jewish and non-
Jewish alike, we share the luxury of
living in a country that respects, even
encourages, the robust exercise of our
human rights. But, at the same time,
we recognize that human rights
cannot be limited to certain countries.
They cannot be allowed to disappear
at the boundaries to the Soviet Union.
Human rights are universal and must
be universally recognized.

The Soviet Government should im-
mediately stop the further harassment
of its Jewish citizens and allow open
emigration to Israel as a necessary
precondition for the free expression of
religion for these people. Only when
this is done will the Soviet signature
on the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights earry any meaning.e

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BonkER) that the House suspend the
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rules and pass the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 373) as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, on that,
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the
Chair's prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be

postponed.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the joint resolution just con-
sidered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES FLEXIBLE
AND COMPRESSED WORK
SCHEDULES ACT OF 1982

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 5366) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide permanent au-
thorization for Federal agencies to use
flexible and compressed employee
work schedules, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5366

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Federal Employees
Flexible and Compressed Work Schedules
Act of 1982,

Skc. 2. Chapter 61 of title 5, United States
Code, relating to hours of work, is amended
by inserting “SUBCHAPTER I—-GENERAL
PROVISIONS" before section 6101, and by
inserting after section 6106 the following
new subchapter:

“SUBCHAPTER II-FLEXIBLE AND
COMPRESSED WORK SCHEDULES

"§6121. Definitions.

“For purposes of this subchapter—

“(1) ‘agency’ means an Executive agency
and a military department;

“(2) 'employee’ has the meaning give it by
section 2105 of this title;

“(3) 'basic work requirement’ means the
number of hours, excluding overtime hours,
which an employee Is required to work or is
required to account for by leave or other-

wise;

“(4) ‘credit hours’ means any hours,
within a flexible schedule established under
section 6122 of this title, which are in excess
of an employee's basic work requirement
and which the employee elects to work so as
1&0 vary the length of a workweek or a work-

ay,

“(5) ‘compressed schedule' means—

“(A) in the case of a full-time employee,
an 80-hour biweekly basic work requirement
which is scheduled for less than 10 work-
days, and

“(B) in the case of a part-time employee, a
biweekly basic work requirement of less
than 80 hours which is scheduled for less
than 10 workdays;
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“(6) ‘overtime hours', when used with re-
spect to flexible schedule programs under
sections 6122 through 6126 of this title,
means all hours in excess of 8 hours in a day
or 40 hours in a week which are officially
ordered in advance, but does not include
credit hours; and

“(T) ‘overtime hours’, when used with re-
spect to compressed schedule programs
under section 6127 and 6128 of this title,
means any hours in excess of those specified
hours which constitute the compressed
schedule,

“§ 6122, Flexible schedule; agencies author-
ized to use

“(a) Notwithstanding section 6101 of this
title, each agency may establish, in accord-
ance with this subchapter, programs which
allow the use of flexible schedules which in-
clude—

“(1) designated hours and days during
which an employee on such a schedule must
be present for work; and

*(2) designated hours during which an em-
ployee on such a schedule may elect the
time of such employee’s arrival at and de-
parture from work, solely for such purpose
or, if and to the extent permitted, for the
purpose of accumulating credit hours to
reduce the length of the workweek or an-
other workday.

An election by an employee referred to in
paragraph (2) shall be subject to limitations
generally prescribed to ensure that the
duties and requirements of the employee’s
position are fulfilled.

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subchapter, but subject to the terms
of any written agreement under section
6130(a) of this title—

“(1) any program under subsection (a) of
this section may be terminated by the
Office of Personnel Management if it deter-
mines that the program is not in the best in-
terest of the public, the Government, or the
employees; or

“(2) if the head of an agency determines
that any organization within the agency
which is participating in a program under
subsection (a) is being substantially disrupt-
ed in carrying out its functions or is incur-
ring additional costs because of such partici-
pation, such agency head may—

“(A) restrict the employees' choice of ar-
rival and departure time,

“(B) restrict the use of credit hours, or

“¢C) exclude from such program any em-
ployee or group of employees.

*§ 6123. Flexible schedules; computation of
premium pay

“(a) For purposes of determining compen-
sation for overtime hours in the case of an
employee participating in a program under
section 6122 of this title—

“(1) the head of an agency may, on re-
quest of the employee, grant the employee
compensatory time off in lieu of payment
for such overtime hours, whether or not ir-
regular or occasional in nature and notwith-
standing the provisions of sections 5542(a),
5543(aX1), 5544(a), and 5550 of this title,
section 4107(eX5) of title 38, section 7 of the
Fair Labor Standards Act, as amended, or
any other provision of law; or

“(2) the employee shall be compensated
for such overtime hours in accordance with
such provisions, as applicable.

“(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
law referred to in paragraph (1) of subsec-
tion (a), an employee shall not be entitled to
be compensated for credit hours worked
except to the extent authorized under sec-
tion 6126 of this title or to the extent such
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employee is allowed to have such hours
taken into account with respect to the em-
ployee's basic work requirement.

“(e)1) Notwithstanding section 5545(a) of
this title, premium pay for nightwork will
not be paid to an employee otherwise sub-
ject to such section solely because the em-
ployee elects to work credit hours, or elects
a time of arrival or departure, at a time of
day for which such premium pay is other-
wise authorized; except that—

“(A) if an employee is on a flexible sched-
ule under which—

“(1) the number of hours during which
sliuch employee must be present for work,
plus

“(ii) the number of hours during which
such employee may elect to work credit
hours or elect the time of arrival at and de-
parture from work,

which occur outside of the night work hours
designated in or under such section 5545(a)
total less than 8 hours, such premium pay
shall be paid for those hours which, when
combined with such total, do not exceed 8
hours, and

“(B) if an employee is on a flexible sched-
ule under which the hours that such em-
ployee must be present for work include any
hours designated in or under such section
5545(a), such premium pay shall be paid for
such hours so designated.

“(2) Notwithstanding section 5343(f) of
this title, and section 4107(eX2) of title 38,
night differential will not be paid to any
employee otherwise subject to either of
such sections solely because such employee
elects to work credit hours, or elects a time
of arrival or departure, at a time of day for
which night differential is otherwise au-
thorized, except that such differential shall
be paid to an employee on a flexible sched-
ule under this subchapter—

“(A) in the case of an employee subject to
such section 5343(f), for which all or a ma-
jority of the hours of such schedule for any
day fall between the hours specified in such
section, or

“(B) in the case of an employee subject to
such section 4107(eX2), for which 4 hours of
such schedule fall between the hours speci-
fied in such section.

“‘§ 6124. Flexible schedules; holidays

“Notwithstanding sections 6103 and 6104
of this title, if any employee on a flexible
schedule under section 6122 of this title is
relieved or prevented from working on a day
designated as a holiday by Federal statute
or Executive order, such employee is enti-
tled to pay with respect to that day for 8
hours (or, in the case of a part-time employ-
ee, an appropriate portion of the employee’s
biweekly basic work requirement as deter-
mined under regulations prescribed by the
Office of Personnel Management).

“§6125. Flexible schedules; time-recording
devices

“Notwithstanding section 6106 of this
title, the Office of Personnel Management
or an agency may use recording clocks as
part of programs under section 6122 of this
title.

“§ 6126. Flexible schedules; credit hours; ac-
cumulation and compensation

“(a) Subject to any limitation prescribed
by the Office of Personnel Management or
the agency, a full-time employee on a flexi-
ble schedule can accumulate not more than
10 credit hours, and a part-time employee
can accumulate not more than one-eighth
of the hours in such employee's biweekly
basic work requirement, for carryover from
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a biweekly pay period to a succeeding bi-
weekly pay period for credit to the basic
work requirement for such period.

“(b) Any employee who is on a flexible
schedule program under section 6122 of this
title and who is no longer subject to such a
program shall be paid at such employee's
then current rate of basic pay for—

“(1) in the case of a full-time employee,
nor more than 10 credit hours accumulated
by such employee, or

“(2) in the case of a part-time employee,
the number of credit hours (not in excess of
one-eighth of the hours in such employee's
biweekly basic work requirement) accumu-
lated by such employee.

“§ 6127, Compressed schedules; agencies au-
thorized to use

“(a) Notwithstanding section 6101 of this
title, each agency may establish programs
which use a 4-day workweek or other com-
pressed schedule.

“(b)(1) An employee in a unit with respect
to which an organization of Government
employees has not been accorded exclusive
recognition shall not be required to partici-
pate in any program under subsection (a)
unless a majority of the employees in such
unit who, but for this paragraph, would be
included in such program have voted to be
so included.

*(2) Upon written request to any agency
by an employee, the agency, if it determines
that participation in a program under sub-
section (a) would impose a personal hard-
ship on such employee, shall—

“(A) except such employee from such pro-
gram; or

“(B) reassign such employee to the first
position within the agency—

“(i) which becomes vacant after such de-
termination,

“(ii) which is not included within such
program,

*“(iii) for which such employee is qualified,
and

“(iv) which is acceptable to the employee.
A determination by an agency under this
paragraph shall be made not later than 10
days after the day on which a written re-
quest for such determination is received by
the agency.

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subchapter, but subject to the terms
of any written agreement under section
6130(a) of this title, any program under sub-
section (a) may be terminated by the Office
of Personnel Management, or the agency, if
it determines that the program is not in the
best interest of the public, the Government,
or the employees.

““§ 6128. Compressed schedules; computation
of premium pay

“(a) The provisions of sections 5542(a),
5544(a), and 5550(2) of this title, section
4107(e)(5) of title 38, section 7 of the Fair
Labor Standards Act, as amended, or any
other law, which relate to premium pay for
overtime work, shall not apply to the hours
which constitute a compressed schedule.

“(b) In the case of any full-time employee,
hours worked in excess of the compressed
schedule shall be overtime hours and shall
be paid for as provided by whichever statu-
tory provisions referred to in subsection (a)
are applicable to the employee. In the case
of any part-time employee on a compressed
schedule, overtime pay shall begin to be
paid after the same number of hours of
work after which a full-time employee on a
similar schedule would begin to receive over-
time pay.

“{e) Notwithstanding section 5544(a),
5546(a), or 5550(1) of this title, or any other
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applicable provision of law, in the case of
any full-time employee on a compressed
schedule who performs work (other than
overtime work) on a tour of duty for any
workday a part of which is performed on a
Sunday, such employee is entitled to pay for
work performed during the entire tour of
duty at the rate of such employee's basic
pay, plus premium pay at a rate equal to 25
percent of such basic pay rate.

“(d) Notwithstanding section 5546(b) of
this title, an employee on a compressed
schedule who performs work on a holiday
designated by Federal statute or Executive
order is entitled to pay at the rate of such
employee’s basic pay, plus premium pay at a
rate equal to such basic pay rate, for such
work which is not in excess of the basic
work requirement of such employee for
such day. For hours worked on such a holi-
day in excess of the basic work requirement
for such day, the employee is entitled to
premium pay in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 5542(a) or 5544(a) of this
title, as applicable, or the provisions of sec-
tion 7 of the Fair Labor Standards Act, as
amended, whichever provisions are more
beneficial to the employee.

“£ 6129. Administration of leave and retire-
ment provisions

“For purposes of administering sections
6303(a), 6304, 6307 (a) and (e¢), 6323, 6326,
and 8339(m) of this title, in the case of an
employee who is in any program under this
subchapter, references to a day or workday
(or to multiples or parts thereof) contained
in such sections shall be considered to be
references to 8 hours (or to the respective
multiples or parts thereof).

‘& 6130. Application of programs in the case
of negotiated contracts

“(a) Employees within a unit with respect
to which an organization of Government
employees has been accorded exclusive reec-
ognition shall not be included within any
program under this subchapter except to
the extent expressly provided under a writ-
ten agreement between the agency and such
organization.

“(b) An agency may not participate in a
flexible or compressed schedule program
under a negotiated contract which contains
premium pay provisions which are inconsist-
ent with the provisions of section 6123 or
6128 of this title, as applicable.

*§ 6131. Prohibition of coercion

“(a) An employee may not directly or indi-
rectly intimidate, threaten, or coerce, or at-
tempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, any
other employee for the purpose of interfer-
ing with—

“(1) such employee's rights under section
6122 through 6126 of this title to elect a
time of arrival or departure, to work or not
to work credit hours, or to request or not to
request compensatory time off in lieu of
payment for overtime hours; or

“(2) such employee’s right under section
612T(bX1) of this title to vote whether or
not to be included within a compressed
schedule program or such employee’s right
to request an agency determination under
6127(b)2) of this title.

“(b) For the purpose of subsection (a), the
term ‘intimidate, threaten, or coerce' in-
cludes, but is not limited to, promising to
confer or conferring any benefit (such as
appointment, promotion, or compensation),
or effecting or threatening to effect any re-
prisal (such as deprivation of appointment,
promotion, or compensation).
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§6132. Regulations; technical assistance;

program review

“(a) The Office of Personnel Management
shall prescribe regulations necessary for the
administration of the programs established
under this subchapter.

“(bX1) The Office shall provide educa-
tional material, and technical aids and as-
sistance, for use by an agency in connection
with establishing and maintaining programs
under this subchapter.

“(2) In order to provide the most effective
materials, aids, and assistance under para-
graph (1), the Office shall conduct periodic
reviews of programs established by agencies
under this subchapter particularly insofar
as such programs may affect—

“(1) the efficiency of Government oper-
ations;

*(2) mass transit facilities and traffic;

“(3) levels of energy consumption;

“(4) service to the public;

“(5) increased opportunities for full-time
and part-time employment; and

“(6) employees’ job satisfaction and non-
worklife.”.

SEc. 3. The chapter analysis for chapter 61
of title 5, United States Code, is amended by
inserting “SUBCHAPTER I—GENERAL
PROVISIONS" immediately below the
chapter heading, and by inserting the fol-
lowing items at the end of such analysis:

“SUBCHAPTER II-FLEXIBLE AND
COMPRESSED WORK SCHEDULE

“6121. Definitions.

“6122. Flexible schedules; agencies author-
ized to use.

Flexible schedules; computation of
premium pay.

Flexible schedules; holidays.

Flexible schedules; time-recording de-
vices.

Flexible schedules; credit hours.

Compressed schedules; agencies au-
thorized to use.

Compressed schedules;, computation
of premium pay.

Administration of leave and retire-
ment provisions.

Application of programs in the case
of negotiated contracts.

Prohibition of coercion.

Regulations; technical assistance;

program review.”.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. FERrRARO) will be recognized for 20
minutes, and the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. CorcoraN) will be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. FERRARO).

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in 1978, this Congress
authorized in Public Law 95-390 a 3-
vear experiment for Federal agencies
on the use of alternatives to the tradi-
tional fixed schedule 8-hour workday.
Since then, more than 325,000 Federal
employees in 1,600 organizations have
taken part in this experiment. H.R.
5366 permanently authorizes this suc-
cessful program so that it will not
expire on March 29, just 4 weeks from
today.

“6123.

“6124.
“6125.

“6126.
“6127.

“6128.
“6129.
“6130.

“6131.
“6132.
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Public Law 95-390 required the
Office of Personnel Management to
study the impact of alternative work
schedules (AWS) on efficiency, trans-
portation, energy consumption, service
to the public, and quality of life for
employees and their families. OPM
found ‘“that all of the alternative
schedules used in the experiment were
successful in most situations from the
perspectives of experimenting organi-
zations and individuals.™

This Federal experience closely par-
allels the private sector experience.
There is a substantial body of litera-
ture concerning the use of alternative
work schedules in the private sector.
Over 10 million full-time workers in
thousands of different firms enjoy
flexible schedules and compressed
work weeks. These variations from the
standard, fixed-schedule 8-hour work-
day evolved as a means of coping with
social change, particularly the dramat-
ic increase of women in the workforce,
and the desire of all employees for a
better accommodation between their
working and personal lives. Employers
found that they benefited from higher
usage of buildings and equipment, de-
creased traffic congestion, and im-
proved attendance, punctuality and
morale. Employees felt they had more
control over their working lives. Flexi-
ble schedules have also helped reduce
the conflicts between work and per-
sonal needs, particularly for working
women and others with household re-
sponsibilities.

The bill we are now considering,
H.R. 5366, is nearly identical to Public
Law 95-390, the existing authorization
for the successful experiment conduct-
ed during the past 3 years. The pro-
gram permits, but does not require,
Government agencies to utilize flexi-
ble and compressed work schedules.
Management retains broad discretion
on the use of these alternative work
schedules (AWS) to prevent disruption
of agency operations or additional
agency costs. Subject to collective bar-
gaining agreements, management has
the right, under this bill, to terminate
any (AWS) program if it determines
the program is not in the best interest
of the publie, the Government, or the
employees. H.R. 5366 would continue
the requirement for negotiating with
exclusively recognized representatives
concerning flexible or compressed
work schedules.

Where employees demonstrate their
desire to work compressed work sched-
ules that extend beyond 8 hours in a
workday or 40 hours in a workweek in
order to shorten another workday or
workweek, certain premium pay and
scheduling provisions of title 5 and the
overtime pay provisions of the Fair
Labor Standards Act may be waived.
As in the past, employees may request
personal hardship exemptions from
participating in the program, and of
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course coercion concerning employee
rights is clearly prohibited.

At this point I would like to stress
two important facts. First, this bill
does not alter in any way the current
relationship between employee organi-
zations and management. The Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978 (Public
Law  95-454) clearly established
changes in working hours as a subject
for negotiation. This will not be affect-
ed by the enactment of H.R. 5366.

Second, and I hope my colleagues
are listening closely, the Congressional
Budget Office has found, “* * * there
will be little additional cost, and per-
haps some initial savings, resulting
from enactment of this bill (H.R.
5366)."

The OPM has recommended that
flexitime authorization be made per-
manent. However, the administration
did not meet the requirement of
Public Law 95-390 that a legislative
proposal be submitted by September
30, 1981. When no recommendation
had been submitted by the beginning
of this session of Congress, I intro-
duced legislation to avoid the disrup-
tion which would occur if the authori-
zation was permitted to expire on
March 29, 1982. That bill, which we
are now considering, was reported

without a single no vote by the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice. That I might point out is a very
unusual oceurrance.

GAO in its testimony on this legisla-
tion said that allowing the AWS pro-
gram to lapse would have a severe

impact on the morale of a demoralized
Federal work force. The program in its
present form is a success. It should be
continued. I urge you to join me in ac-
cepting the wisdom of Will Rogers, “‘If
it ain’t broke, don’t fix it."” This pro-
gram ain't broke, let’s reauthorize it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SOLARZ).

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

As the author of the ilexitime legis-
lation which was adopted a few years
ago and which provided for the estab-
lishment of this experiment in flexi-
time on the part of the Federal Gov-
ernment, I want to pay tribute to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
FErRRARO) for bringing this legislation
to the floor today. She has provided
tremendous leadership in the effort to
establish flexitime as a permanent
part of the Federal Government.

I think that as we look back on this
experiment, those of us who were here
at its inception can honestly and truly
say that the results have exceeded our
fondest expectations. Three hundred
thousand Federal employees partici-
pated in the program; 90 percent of
those who participated reported that
they were pleased with the opportuni-
ties it provided. And the great majori-
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ty of the Federal managers who were
responsible for supervising these flexi-
time experiments indicated that they
were satisfied with the results as well.

There is an opportunity to make the
conditions of employment a little bit
easier for Federal employees. It helps
families that are trying to deal with
the problems of bringing children up
in circumstances where both the
father and the mother are working.
And in a variety of other ways it im-
proves the job satisfactions of Federal
employees thereby leading to an im-
provement in productivity.

Yet if we do not enact this legisla-
tion today, the authority to continue
the experiment will have expired, and
one of the most promising personnel
innovations in the history of the Fec-
eral Government will have ended.
Consequently, we need this bill to con-
tinue the program. I would submit
that not since “motherhood and apple
pie” has there been an idea as merito-
rious as flexitime, and I appeal to my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
follow the leadership of the great gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. FErg-
RARO) in supporting this legislation so
that we can continue to provide Feder-
al employees with the opportunities
which this legislation would make pos-
sible.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
intend to support this legislation, and
I presently will describe my reasons
for doing so, but one of our colleagues
has a commitment he wants to keep,
so I will defer at this point and yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CARNEY).

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of H.R 5366. It
gives me great pleasure to do so be-
cause it is not often that this body has
the opportunity to consider a bill that
the Congressional Budget Office says
will cost little or nothing, and may
even save some money.

Private business in this country is
way ahead of the Federal Government
with experience using alternative work
schedules. Employers report they have
benefited from higher usage of build-
ings and equipment, decreased traffic
congestion, and improved attendance,
productivity, and morale among their
workers. The report on the 3-year Fed-
eral experiment comes to the same
conclusions.

And employees do like it. Federal
workers in my district have apprised
me of the benefits of flexible work
schedules, both to themselves and to
the Government. Offices can be open
longer hours to serve the public, while
individual employees can modify their
work schedules to attend school, take
care of family responsibilities, or even
just catch a less-crowded bus home. It
seems to me that given this chance to
raise worker morale at no cost to the
Government, we should grab it.
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The Office of Personnel Manage-
ment wants tighter controls on this
program. What they are proposing in
their bill is a new layer of unnecessary
regulation and extra paperwork to
arrive at a conjectural cost-benefit
analysis. This is not control, it is bu-
reaucracy at its least productive.

Congresswoman FERRARO's bill pro-
vides for broad management discretion
in establishing limits on the use of
flexible schedules to prevent the dis-
ruption of agency operations or addi-
tional agency costs. Of course there
have been some problems in the past.
Of course there will be some problems
in the future. But I believe those prob-
lems are best worked out at the local
level by the people involved, and not
by OPM in Washington.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to join me in supporting the
continuation of flexible work schedul-
ing in the Federal Government.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 5 minutes. Mr. Speaker,
this bill permanently authorizes agen-
cies to utilize alternative work sched-
ules such as the 4-day, 40-hour work-
week or flexitime, in which employees
arrange their work hours around core
hours of the day during which they
must be present. This legislation cre-
ates a permanent authorization to re-
place the experimental program that
we authorized 3 years ago and which is
due to expire on March 29.

I was a strong supporter of the legis-
lation authorizing the original experi-
ments, and in light of the almost uni-

formly favorable testimony and exper-
imental results that we have received,
I feel even more strongly now that
this program should be continued as a

permanent management tool. The
Office of Personnel Management pre-
pared for submission to the President
and Congress an interim report evalu-
ating the alternative work schedule
programs that were implemented in
1,500 organizations covering over
325,000 employees. The results were
extremely favorable. Approximately
30 to 35 percent of organizations re-
ported improvements in efficiency, 50
to 60 percent reported no change, and
only 10 percent reported small de-
creases in efficiency. There were in-
creases in number of hours of avail-
ability to the public, increased morale,
and small reductions in travel time.
More than 90 percent of employees
and 85 percent of supervisors desire to
continue their alternative work sched-
ules, and more than 79 percent of ex-
perimenting organizations judged the
alternative work schedule experiment
a success.

As indicated by these figures, the ex-
periment was a roaring success. How-
ever, there were some instances in
which the agencies were not happy
with the results of an alternative work
schedule experiment, and the bill pro-
vides that if the Office of Personnel
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Management determines that the pro-
gram is not in the best interest of the
public, the Government or the em-
ployees, it can be discontinued, unless
the agency has signed a labor contract
stipulating otherwise. In addition, if
the head of an agency finds the pro-
gram disruptive or costly, he or she is
authorized to take necessary correc-
tive action.

In light of the extremely positive re-
sults, there is no question in my mind
that we should continue authorization
of the program. The Office of Person-
nel Management has indicated that it
would like the bill amended. Unfortu-
nately, it did not respond in a timely
fashion to requests for amendatory
language, and the bill passed the Sub-
committee on Human Resources, of
which I am the ranking minority
member, and the full committee with-
out the minority having the opportu-
nity to consider the Office of Person-
nel Management's proposals.

Given the time-bound nature of this
legislation, I feel that the Office of
Personnel Management must now turn
to the other body to work its will with
these proposals. The program expires
on March 29, and failure to enact leg-
islation by that date would cause un-
necessary hardship and distress to
Federal employees, as well as unjusti-
fiable and expensive disruptions of the
Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
legislation for several reasons. First of
all, I had the privilege to serve on the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service when we first inaugurated this
experiment, and as is so often the
case, when we approach the problem
in a sensible way and we give the Gov-
ernment an opportunity to digest it
before we enforce it in a permanent
fashion, I think we generally come out
with a better product. That has cer-
tainly been the case in this instance
because the experimental program has
won universal approval.

We have had testimony before our
committee from the General Account-
ing Office which went into consider-
able analysis and in-depth evaluation
of the program, and they gave it an A
grade. We had an evaluation from the
agencies themselves, and almost uni-
versally their recommendations to our
committee were that this experimen-
tal program ought to become perma-
nent.

Finally, we come to what has devel-
oped into a little snag at the end of
the line, and that is the Office of Per-
sonnel Management. I want to dwell
on that for just a moment because I
think our colleagues should be aware
of the procedural problem that we
face and why it is that at this point, in
my judgment at least, we ought to
pass this legislation today and allow it
to proceed along the legislative path
to the Senate, where whatever adjust-
ments the Senate might want to make
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could be made and then subsequently
resolved in conference.

The problem we face is that this ex-
perimental program terminates at the
end of this month, on March 29, so we
have but 27 days in effeet in which to
provide a legislative reauthorization of
an experimental program which will
become permanent.

We have attempted for quite some
time to learn what the attitude of the
Office of Personnel Management was
on this legislation, and we have not
always been provided with the kind of
efficient response that would be desir-
able for the committee and for the
House of Representatives as a whole.

On September 29, 1978, the experi-
mental program was enacted. In Sep-
tember 1981, according to that legisla-
tion, the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment was to provide the Congress with
an interim report on flexitime, the al-
ternative work schedule program.
OPM did not meet that deadline. Then
on November 9, 1981, it did submit a
report to the Congress which I am
pleased to have with me here today. I
would say to my colleagues that it is
very interesting to note that this in-
depth evaluation by the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, the interim
report by the President to the Con-
gress which we received in November
of last year, was very positive. In fact,
there are no negative comments about
this experimental program in this
report.

Mr. Speaker, I say to the Members
now that this is the group that is now
asking us to set aside the legislation,
and I quote from the report, as fol-
lows:

It is recommended that Congress enact
permanent legislation authorizing contin-
ued use of alternative work schedules in the
Federal Government with provisions to
assure that agencies provide appropriate
control and oversight.

So, Mr. Speaker, I think it is clear
that what we have here is a circum-
stance where, as an afterthought, so to
speak, some of the bureaucrats within
the Office of Personnel Management
have come down to the Congress, after
our committee, our subcommittee, and
our full committee has taken action,
and said, “Now, we have an amend-
ment that we would like you to consid-
er.”

What we have suggested to them, I
think, is very sensible and very appro-
priate, and that is, in view of the time
sequence involved where the program
would end on March 29, with all the
disruption and havoc that would be
caused by that event were we not to
take aection, that instead what we
should do is take action today as we
recommend, send the measure over to
the Senate, and they can make what-
ever adjustments they want and we
can come back in conference and re-
solve the differences and continue this
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program on which there is almost uni-
versal consensus in terms of its value.

There are problems, as I said, that
OPM has with respect to one or two
features. They can be addressed in the
legislative process, and I would hope
the Members of the House would rec-
ognize the program has met the test.
It was an experimental program, and
the response of those who have been
part of it has been favorable. The re-
sponse of management has been favor-
able, because, as the gentlewoman
from New York has pointed out,
throughout the experiment and the
proposed legislation that is pending we
retain for management the right to
terminate this program at any time.

Mr. Speaker, I know that my friend,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HybpE) has a question, so I yield 3 min-
utes to him at this time.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate what my friend, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. CorcoraN), has said,
and I also appreciate the explanation
of the gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. FERRARO). I defer to the superior
wisdom of the subcommittee which did
hear witnesses and which, I am sure, is
sensitive to the nuances and the prob-
lems involved in this sort of legisla-
tion.

But I am still troubled by an article
which appeared on February 8, 1981 in
the Washington Post by Barbara
Palmer entitled “Does Anybody Labor
at the Labor Department?”
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She visited the Labor Department,
which was then basking in the warmth
of flexitime. She said:

Inside, the atmosphere seemed generally
relaxed. At one desk, a woman was doing
her knitting, while in another office a secre-
tary seemed engrossed in her novel. Farther
along I noticed another woman padding
toward her office in a pair of fuzzy bedroom
slippers.

Further in the article:

Employees can play their radios “so long
as the use does not disturb the productivity
of the employee.”

And I am told that if you walk
through those offices, you see televi-
sion sets on people’s desks. Of course I
want the workplace to be happy and
productive.

The article continues:

They can choose their own hours, but
their bosses can set “coverage require-
ments” to assure, for example, that there
are enough people to answer the phones at
all times. They can work a 30-hour week,
but only if they have built up a 10-hour
credit by working overtime the previous
week.

These are the sorts of innovations that
might work in an environment where both
managers and workers are motivated by a
goal of performance—

And the article goes on to say that
these performance goals are not
always omnipresent when you are
working for the Government. I do not
know.
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But I just want to know if the com-
plaints, the distressing instances cited
in Barbara Palmer's article, were
taken into consideration by the com-
mittee because the people in my dis-
trict do not work like this. They have
to show up at 8:30 and 9 o'clock and
when you call in you have to be able
to get somebody to answer the phone.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, per-
haps I could respond to the gentle-

marn.

Mr. HYDE. All right, fine. I am just
getting warmed up, but go right
ahead.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to tell my friend, the gentleman
from Illinois, that we certainly agree,
and we were just as astounded and
perplexed when we read that article in
the Washington Post as he was. That
is one of the reasons that the legisla-
tion that we submit to the House as
permanent legislation, H.R. 5366, con-
tains the following provision:

“(2) if the head of an agency determines
that any organization within the agency
which is participating in a program under
subsection (a) is being substantially disrupt-
ed in carrying out its functions or is incur-
ring additional cost because of such partici-
pation, such agency head may—

“(A) restrict the employees' choice of ar-
rival and departure time,

“(B) restrict the use of credit hours, or

“(C) exclude from such program any em-
ployee or group of employees.

The point is that we retain for man-
agement the right, when they see the
kind of abuse to which the gentleman
referred, to discontinue the program,
and I think they should.

Mr. HYDE. Would that supersede a
labor agreement, though, made with
the labor union?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. CorcoRrAN) has expired.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 additional minute.

If there were this kind of abuse
found in the course of a contract, the
discontinuation of the program could
not occur until the contract had
ended.

Mr. HYDE. In other words, the con-
tract between the labor union, which
is one of the strongest in the country,
prevails over this law we are going to
pass?

Mr. CORCORAN. No; I would not
say that. What I am saying is first, we
have had the experience through the
experiment; second, if there is an
abuse, if we see disruption, if we see
the kind of problem to which the re-
porter referred in the Washington
Post, the Director of the agency, the
head of the agency, could discontinue
it.

Now, if we were in the final year of a
contract, it could not actually be dis-
continued until that contract had ex-
pired.

Mr. HYDE. I am partially reassured.
I thank the gentleman.
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Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Chair-
man of the full committee, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Forp).

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to express my support for
H.R. 5366, the Federal Employees
Flexible and Compressed Work Sched-
ules Act of 1982, and to commend the
chairwoman of the Human Resources
Subcommittee for picking up the ball
on this legislation when it was so
clumsily dropped by the administra-
tion.

Today we have an opportunity
which I expect will be rare during this
session. We can cast a vote in favor of
legislation which has the overwhelm-
ing support of both the labor and
management representatives it affects.
The 3-year Federal experiment with
flexible and compressed workweeks
which this Congress authorized back
in 1978 has been a tremendous success.
Even the administration’s Office of
Personnel Management attested to
this success in its report on the experi-
ment received last November.

The 3-year experiment will expire
the 29th of this month unless this leg-
islation is enacted. This should be a
noncontroversial matter, and under
normal circumstances there should be
no problem meeting the March 29
deadline. But these are not normal
times, and we are not considering this
under normal circumstances. There
are those who are working to scuttle
this legislation, and I think the record
should be clear, so that the Federal
employees who benefit from this pro-
gram know who is responsible if this
legislation is not enacted in timely
fashion.

First, there is the Director of the
Office of Personnel Management. At
the eleventh hour, in fact on the same
day the committee filed its report on
this legislation, February 22, OPM's
legislative recommendations were fi-
nally received. This was too late for
subcommittee or even full committee
consideration.

Furthermore, despite OPM's glowing
report on the success of the 3-year ex-
periment, the Director recommended
drastic changes in the authorizing leg-
islation. What were these changes?
First, the Director proposes to alter
the scope of bargaining under title VII
of the Civil Service Reform Act, and
remove the initiation or termination
of these programs from the bargaining
table.

Second, the Director wants to have
the authority to determine when em-
ployees under this program would get
premium pay. He is not satisfied that
the statute establishes premium pay
entitlements. He wants to do this by
regulation.

A second group threatening to scut-
tle this legislation is those who want
to seize it as a vehicle to add nonger-




March 2, 1982

mane amendments affecting the work-
ing hours of private sector employees
working for Government contractors.
Such a nongermane amendment would
not be in order under the rules of this
body. This legislation, as introduced
and reported, has nothing to do with
the private sector employees. Their
hours and working conditions are
under the jurisdiction of another com-
mittee.

The Director of OPM and the propo-
nents of these nongermane amend-
ments know their proposals would
never pass if subjected to the normal
legislative process. Let me assure
them, they will never pass if tacked on
to this bill. They will only insure H.R.
5366 will not be enacted, and a popu-
lar, no-cost program will end. If this
happens, Federal employees will know
where to place the blame.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the motion to suspend the
rules and pass H.R. 5366, the Federal
Employees Flexible and Compressed
Work Schedules Act of 1982, and I
want to commend the gentlewoman
from New York, the subcommittee
chairman (Ms. FERRARO), and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CORCORAN),
the ranking minority member of the
subcommittee, for their leadership in
bringing this measure to the floor at
this time.

As a long-time supporter of the al-
ternative work schedule program, I
was pleased that all of my colleagues
on the Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources supported H.R. 5366, and that
the full Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service favorably reported that
measure by a voice vote.

H.R. 5366 would permanently au-
thorize the AWS program. This pro-
gram is currently authorized under
Public Law 95-930, the Federal Em-
ployees Flexible and Compressed
Work Schedules Act of 1978. However
the authority for the experimental
AWS program outlined in that act, ex-
pires at the end of this month on
March 29, 1982.

The AWS program has afforded
Federal employees the opportunity to
participate in a number of work sched-
ule designs other than the traditional
5-day, 40-hour work week. As a report
prepared by the Office of Personnel
Management indicated, the AWS pro-
gram has been especially successful.
Of the more than 320,000 employees
participating in that program, 90 per-
cent of nonsupervisory employees and
over 85 percent of supervisors were
satisfied with and wished to retain
their AWS schedules.

Moreover, OPM found that the AWS
program resulted in greater efficiency
of Government operations; reductions
in vehicle miles driven by those on
compressed work schedules; increased
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public accessibility to Government
services at agencies open longer be-
cause of flexible work schedules; and
substantial increase in morale because
of the employee's feeling that he had
greater control over his worklife and
more time to devote to personal,
family, cultural, and social activities.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to suspend the rules and
pass H.R. 5366 so that what has
proved to be a productive program,
beneficial to both the Government
and to its employees, can continue un-
interrupted.

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HoYER), a member of
the subcommittee.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I would first like to
commend the chairwoman for her
timely and determined efforts in
moving H.R. 5366 through committee
and onto the floor in order to secure a
permanent authorization of the ad-
justed work schedule program before
it elapses on March 29.

The AWS program, sometimes re-
ferred to as flexitime, has proven to be
a productive, efficient, and beneficial
personnel program for the American
public and the Federal work force.
Since the AWS program began, Feder-
al agencies have been more accessible
to the public—especially for those in-
dividuals on the west coast who found
Government offices in Washington
closed due to the time differences. Em-
ployees have found that AWS offers
them more control over their lives and
thus enables them to be more produc-
tive and free of interruptions while on
the job. In all, flexitime has proven to
be a successful tool for the efficient
use of personnel.

Mr. Speaker, as you well know, this
has been a very difficult year for Fed-
eral employees: Minimal salary hikes,
a reduction in health benefits and in-
creases in annual premiums and de-
ductions, large-scale reductions in
force, and continued threats of fur-
ther reductions in employee benefits
have left the civil service demoralized
and lowered productivity in all levels
of government. I would hate to see a
good program, a profitable program
like AWS curtailed because the time
ran out on it. So, Mr. Speaker, the bi-
partisan effort to enact a permanent
authorization for flexitime is all the
more important and warrants our deci-
sive approval so that no interruption
in the adjusted work schedules occurs
on March 29.

It has been a pleasure for me to join
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle in facilitating timely enactment
of this legislation. Flextime has
proven successful in this Nation’s larg-
est industries. It has been proven suc-
cessful in the Federal Government.
And, upon permanent authorization of
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AWS, we can be sure that we have
taken another step toward accessible,
efficient government.

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ScHUMER) a member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I add
my congratulations to the chairlady of
our subcommittee, who has led our
subcommittee so ably, not only
through these hearings, but for the
year and 2 months that I have served
on it.

Many of us in America wonder how
we are going to make our workers
more productive. There are two ways
to do it. One way is going to be unsuc-
cessful, and that is to threaten, to
cajole, to hit workers over the head.
The other way, which is the Japanese
way, which has proven so successful, is
to tell our workers: We are in partner-
ship with you, and we are going to
make life easier for you, and you will
be more productive for us.

That is what flexitime has proven.
At a time when we seem to be putting
all of the burdens that this country
has on the backs of workers in general,
and Federal workers in particular, we
can be thankful that there is at least
one program that moves us in a right
and positive direction, as opposed to
all the negative proposals that are
coming out of this administration.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. LUNGREN).

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to oppose this because of the proce-
dure under which it is being brought
before the House. This is a serious
issue. It is one that ought to be dis-
cussed in its totality. We ought to
have an opportunity to at least discuss
amendments. Here we are, on the 2d
of March, having had our ninth vote
for the year earlier today on approv-
ing the Journal, but we do not have
time, somehow, to go by the regular
rules of this House. The Rules Com-
mittee is available today, this bill
could go before the Rules Committee
today and we could have it on the
floor tomorrow. We could then have
the opportunity to discuss the ques-
tions that the administration has
raised with it.

To listen to some speakers, you
would think that this concept was uni-
versally approved. While I agree in
principle with the idea of flexitime,
anybody who has even persued the
Washington Post article on what has
happened with flexitime over at the
Labor Department, or spoken with
some of the employees over at the
Labor Department, knows that it is
not working there. There are excesses
and there are abuses that have taken
place within this program. We ought
to be able to address it. We ought not
to be afraid to take more than an hour
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of our time to talk about this issue,
particularly when the administration
has some concerns about it. If we are
going to blame the administration for
the way the Government is working,
we ought to give them the tools they
think they need to make some of the
corrections in the administrative
branch.
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Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. ANTHONY).

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 5366.
Federal agencies have adopted a varie-
ty of flexible work schedules on an ex-
perimental basis over the last 3 years.
The report on that experiment comes
to the same conclusions that the pri-
vate sector has come to in its decade-
long experience; that is, that flexible
work schedules result in higher usage
of buildings and equipment, decreased
traffic congestion, and improved at-
tendance, productivity, and worker
morale. Industries in my State have
successfully utilized this concept.

Congresswoman FERRARO's bill will
permanently authorize this successful
program. In addition, I understand
that the Congressional Budget Office
states that not only will this bill not
cost the Government anything, it may
even save sSome money. We cannot
pass up an opportunity that will yield
benefits and save money at the same
time.

This bill provides for broad manage-
ment discretion in establishing limits
on the use of flexible schedules to pre-
vent the disruption of agency oper-
ations or additional agency costs. The
Office of Personnel Management
wants even tighter controls on this
program; however, more controls
would be counterproductive. What
OPM is proposing is a new layer of un-
necessary regulation and extra paper-
work, not program control. I believe
that problems are best worked out at
the local level by the people involved,
not by OPM in Washington.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
5366.

CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WoLF), a
member of the committee.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this bill.

I make three points: First, if there is
a problem in the Department of
Labor, let us change the management
of the Department of Labor.

Second. The main blame with regard
to where we are today is with the
Office of Personnel Management.
They have been asked time after time
after time to come forward with their
comments, and they have not.

Third. For those of my colleagues
who are undecided, I will tell you that
I think this bill is really a very impor-
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tant bill for the family. There are
many situations where the mother will
leave early in the morning and the
father will be there when the son or
daughter leaves for school and then
there will be a parent there when they
come home at the end of the day.

I happen to believe that it is ex-
tremely important and I would just
urge all my colleagues to strongly sup-
port this bill. It is a good program. It
works well.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
motion to suspend the rules and pass
H.R. 5366, the Federal Employees
Flexible and Compressed Work Sched-
ules Act of 1982, of which I am an
original cosponsor.

During hearings before the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee’s
Subcommittee on Human Resources, I
listened carefully to those witnesses
expressing their views on the alterna-
tive work schedules (AWS) program
authorized as an experimental pro-
gram in 1978. Those hearings demon-
strated clearly that management, em-
ployees, and academic experts rate the
AWS program as very successful.
Indeed, in a September 1981 report to
Congress, the Office of Personnel
management stated that “more than
90 percent of employees and more
than 85 percent of supervisors were
satisfied with and wish to retain their
AWS schedule.” More than 1,500 Gov-
ernment organizations with over
325,000 employees participated in the
AWS experiment. Supported unani-
mously by the Subcommittee on
Human Resources, H.R. 5366 was re-
ported by the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service on February
10, 1982,

The AWS program has permitted
Federal employees to utilize work
schedule designs which depart from
the traditional 5-day, 40-hour work
week. While new to the Federal Gov-
ernment, flexible work schedules, a va-
riety of arrangements in which fixed
times of arrival and departure are re-
placed by core working hours and ex-
panded arrival and departure bands,
and compressed schedules, such as the
10-hours-per-day, 4-day workweek, are
increasingly common in the private
sector. OPM reported that like the pri-
vate sector, the Federal Government
also benefited from alternative work
schedules. The AWS experiment,
OPM noted, resulted in greater effi-
ciency in Government operations, re-
ductions in total vehicle miles per
week and increased use of mass transit
and car/van pooling, reduced building
energy consumption on nonwork days
where compressed schedules were
used, and increased public accessibility
to Government services at agencies
open longer because of flexible work
schedules.

What was of critical significance in
the OPM report, however, a finding
corroborated by the testimony of em-
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ployee association representatives, was
the marked improvement in employee
morale as workers were allowed in-
creased control over the matching of
interests outside the job with work re-
quirements. Under AWS, employees
are able to spend more time with their
families, more effectively attend to
their household responsibilities, and
better structure their leisure time. Be-
cause working spouses are able to stag-
ger their arrival and departure times,
the AWS program means that at least
one parent is able to see their child off
to school in the morning, and be there
at home when the child returns.

Mr. Speaker, one example of the
success of the Federal Government's
AWS program is evidenced at the U.S.
Geological Survey’s facility in Reston,
Va. The Geological Survey’s own inde-
pendent evaluation of its AWS pro-
gram reached much the same conclu-
sion as the OPM report concerning
the benefits of alternative work sched-
ules. As one Geological Survey em-
ployee stated:

The single most important factor regard-
ing the use of the variable work schedules is
the increased morale factor, and that man-
agement is giving employees the feeling
that they are being trusted to use good
judgment in planning their work day.

Mr. Speaker, both employers and
employees vigorously support the al-
ternative work schedule program, a
program which has demonstrated its
ability to increase Government effi-
ciency and markedly boost employee
morale. Because the current authority
for the AWS program expires on
March 29, 1982, I urge my colleagues
to support the motion to suspend the
rules and pass H.R. 5366.

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. BEDELL).

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, let me
first of all commend my colleague for
the leadership she has put forth in
this legislation.

I support this legislation very
strongly and I wish to commend the
committee.

I have a short colloquy that I would
like to have with the chairman of the
committee.

May I ask the gentlewoman, what
assurances can the committee give
that title VI of the GAO Policy and
Procedures Manual for Pay, Leave and
Allowances, will be enforced?

Ms. FERRARO. May 1 say to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BEDELL),
before I answer, let me just say that I
do appreciate because the gentleman
did come before our committee and
testify and his contribution to the
work done by the committee was in-
valuable. As a result of the testimony
of the gentleman from Iowa, in our
report the committee directs OPM to
insure a regulation that necessary
time accounting systems are in place.
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The committee will be reviewing con-
formance with that requirement
during the oversight process.

Mr. BEDELL. 1 thank the gentle-
woman.

Does the committee consider the ac-
countability of time recording meth-
ods to be one factor to be considered
regarding the effect of flexible time
schedules on the efficiency of Govern-
ment operations?

Ms. FERRARO. Absolutely. That is
another matter which is specifically
addressed in the report under the title
of “Accountability” on page 7.

Mr. BEDELL. I thank the gentle-
woman very much.

I should say that as far as I know I
am the only Member of Congress who
goes out and makes unannounced
visits to various agencies of Govern-
ment. I can tell you that, indeed, there
are problems in the Department of
Labor, because that is one of the
places I have visited, but it is not the
only one I have visited. There are a
great number of places.

I find that there are a great many
cases where people simply are not
signing in or signing out under the
current system.

As I met before the subcommittee, I
urged them that the GAO require a
system of signing in and signing out in
order that when I sign in, the next
person cannot sign in prior to the time
I signed in, so that we have this ac-
countability.

This does not require time clocks. It
does not require anything very major;
but in my opinion, unless we mandate
that, indeed, there is going to have to
be accountability where we see that
people are working the full number of
hours that they are supposed to work,
there is going to be continual objec-
tions to flexitime, which I support. I
support flexitime very, very much. I
think it is imperative that we try to
see that there is sequential accounting
procedures as well as a way to avoid
potential future problems.

Clearly, flexible time schedules and
compressed work schedules should be
permanently authorized for Federal
employees. However, if appropriate ac-
countability is not developed and im-
plemented by GAO and OPM, addi-
tional congressional oversite may be
needed which could very likely be fol-
lowed by restrictive legislation. I urge
GAO and OPM to consider sequential
accounting procedures as a way to
avoid this potential problem.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. PARRIS).

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I have
listened with considerable interest to
the debate here this afternoon on this
legislation. From some of the com-
ments, you would think we are doing
something really new and unique in
the field of personnel management;

89-059 O-85-2 (P1. 3)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

but I would like to remind you that
there are 10 million full-time workers
in the private sector who enjoy flexi-
ble work schedules. These variations
in fixed time have evolved as a means
of coping with social change, particu-
larly the dramatic increase of women
in the work force. I think that, as my
colleague, the gentleman from Virgin-
ia (Mr. WoLr) pointed out, is one of
the most important aspects of this
whole consideration.

I rise in support of the adoption of
this legislation and trust that my col-
leagues will vote for it later this
evening.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express
my strong support for H.R. 5366,
which would permit and encourage
the continuation of the flexitime pro-
gram for Federal employees. In the
past year, I have met with a number
of Federal workers and their supervi-
sors who report that flexible work
schedules have worked well and
should be continued. The adoption
and implementation of flexible hour
scheduling has enabled employees to
gain some control over their hours of
work. By adjusting their work hours,
they can meet their personal needs
and preferences and still maintain
their commitment to their job.

There is nothing complex about this
program, the concept is quite simple.
Flexible hours are those hours that
proceed and follow the set hours and
the time in which employees can
choose their own times of arrival and
departure. Flexitime may not be used
by an employee to reduce hours of
work, nor can it be used by an employ-
ee to relieve another employee from
fulfilling a basic workweek require-
ment. Flexitime merely enables indi-
viduals to adjust their schedules so
they can take care of personal matters
like child care responsibilities or make
contributions to the community by en-
gaging in activities such as Scouting or
youth sports teams. In addition, there
are many elderly and handicapped
people who also benefit from flexitime
because they can travel to work more
easily outside the hours of peak traf-
fic.

Mr. Speaker, flexible schedules have
proven to have other important as-
pects that benefit both employee and
employer. There is very convincing
evidence which indicates that this
type of work scheduling has increased
productivity, reduced the use of sick
leave and tardiness, and has increased
employee morale. In many instances,
the hours of service to the public has
been extended because many individ-
uals have chosen to work earlier or
later hours than the normal 9 to 5
schedule. By carefully arranging work
shifts, employers can operate longer
hours, resulting in increased service to
the public.

By giving the supervisors this re-
sponsibility, the program has operated
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in a way which the employee’s choice
of arrival and departure does not
interfere with the duties and require-
ments that are required of that posi-
tion.

Everyone benefits from flexible
work schedules. The Federal Govern-
ment benefits from the program be-
cause the increased morale has led to
an increase in productivity. If we want
Federal workers to be effective and ef-
ficient, we must give them our support
by allowing this program to continue.

The general public also benefits
from this program because flexible
work schedules have increased oper-
ational hours and has meant greater
accessibility to services being offered
by the various agencies. Another ad-
vantage of flexitime is that there has
been some reduction in the number of
workers who travel during peak traffic
hours. This has resulted in less traffic
congestion and air pollution from auto
emissions of stop and go traffic.

Most importantly, the employees
who participate in flexitime have an
opportunity, to some extent, to deter-
mine the conditions and circumstances
of their own employment. In light of
the anxiety and instability created by
the reduction-in-force process, the
problems surrounding the health ben-
efits program, and the extremely low
cost-of-living increase given Federal
workers, it is critical that we continue
this important program.

I strongly support this program and
I appeal to my colleagues to support
Federal employees, their supervisors,
and the general public, by voting in
support of H.R. 5366.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the remaining time at my
disposal.

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, let
me just go over a couple points that
have been raised, and they are two.

First, the significance of the bad ex-
perience that the experimental pro-
gram has had in the Department of
Labor and, second, the way in which
under the time constraints that we
have I believe we can properly address
the concerns that the Office of Per-
sonnel Management has indicated.

No. 1, I think, as I said at the outset
of this debate, that having taken the
route of an experimental program
first, we were in a position to learn
what problems there might be with al-
ternative work schedules and we have
learned that. That is why the legisla-
tion before us contains, as I indicted in
my colloquy with the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HypE) the kind of control,
the kind of tools for management, so
that if you have a circumstance, a re-
grettable circumstance like that re-
ported with respect to the Department
of Labor, there are two courses of
action that can be taken.
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No. 1, the Director, the Secretary of
the Department of Labor, can cancel
the program.

No. 2, the Office of Persénnel Man-
agement can come forward and cancel
the program.

I would submit that that is what
should have been done in the last ad-
ministration with that unfortunate ex-
ample of what abuse we found.

No. 2, with respect to addressing the
concerns of the agency, if we were to
try at this late date, some 27 days
before the program expires, the exper-
imental program, we would simply not
have the legislative time, particularly
given the snail’s pace of this second
session of this Congress in order to
take final action.

There is a consensus in the adminis-
tration, there is a consensus in the
Senate, there is a consensus in the
House, that the experiment has been a
good one. There has been concern
about one or two particular additional
management tools. I think we can ad-
dress those once the Senate takes
action and once the matter comes back
to Congress.

I would hope that for those who
want to kill the program, take the
action that you choose. You are elect-
ed to do that, but if you are in favor of
the program, if you want to see this
kind of alternative work schedule
which did not start with the Govern-
ment, which did not start with this
committee, but started with free en-
terprise before us, then the way to
proceed, it seems to me, is to vote yes
on this bill.

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would first off like to thank the
ranking member of the subcommittee
for his cooperation and his leadership
in the work that was done on this bill.

I would also like to mention that in
addition to all the benefits that we
have seen come from this experiment,
and there are many—reduced absen-
teeism, reduced tardiness, improved
morale, longer hours of service to the
public—the incredible thing about it is
that it has not cost the Federal Gov-
ernment additional money and will not
cost additional money.

I think it is a good program. I would
urge my colleagues to support its en-
actment into law.
® Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to express my strong support for
the passage of H.R. 5366, the Federal
Employees Flexible and Compressed
Work Schedules Act of 1982.

The Federal Employees Flexible and
Compressed Work Schedules Act of
1978, which authorized Federal agen-
cies and employees to experiment with
flexible and compressed work sched-
ules, will expire on March 29. Howev-
er, in their report on this 3-year exper-
iment the Office of Personnel Man-
agement found that the program had
been successful, and recommended
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that Congress enact legislation to
allow its continuation.

H.R. 5366 would permanently au-
thorize a program that would permit
but not require agencies to use flexible
and compressed workweeks. There
would be broad management discre-
tion to limit the use of alternative
work schedules to prevent agency dis-
ruption or increased costs, and coer-
cion concerning employees, right to
participate in alternative work sched-
ules would be prohibited. H.R. 5366
authorizes the program to be termi-
nated, subject to collective bargaining
agreements, if it is found that the pro-
gram is not in the best interests of the
public, the Government, or its employ-
ees.

Not only does the bill contain ade-
quate protections for the publie, the
Government, and the employees using
alternative work schedules, but most
importantly it would actually result in
many positive benefits for all three of
these groups. There would be an in-
crease in the efficiency of Government
operations, and extended hours of
service to the public. The quality of
life for the employees involved would
be improved, because they would be
given the flexibility to better meet
both their family and work responsi-
bilities.

The Congressional Budget Office
has stated that passage of this legisla-
tion would result in “little cost, and
perhaps some initial savings.” I would
therefore like to express my strong
support for the passage of this bill
that would help our Federal employ-
ees, while at the same time improving
Government operations and service to
the public.e
® Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
today, as the House takes up under
suspension H.R. 5366, I wish to ad-
dress this issue of the alternative work
schedules program. The 3-year experi-
mental program expires on March 29
and Congress is faced with making it
permanent, the reason H.R. 5366 is
before us.

There is little controversy over the
issue of flexitime, as the experience of
the past 3 years has in general sup-
ported the arguments of its propo-
nents; namely, that allowing flexible
schedules would improve employee
morale, make for more sensible logis-
tics and day-to-day operations, and,
thereby, help enhance agency produc-
tivity. Although there have been ex-
ceptions, they have not seriously de-
tracted from the overall positive reac-
tion to AWS.

As a result of the desire to continue
the flexitime program on a permanent
basis, and because there was no alter-
native that had been presented in time
to be considered, given the March 29
deadline, the House Post Office and
Civil Service Committee did on Febru-
ary 10 report out H.R. 5366. In neither
full committee nor the Subcommittee
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on Human Resources did this bill have
more able, diligent, and energetic sup-
port than that provided by the two
ranking members of the subcommit-
tee, Chairwoman GERALDINE A. FER-
RARO for the majority, and my good
friend and colleague from Illinois, Tom
CorcoraN, for the minority. They
both deserve to be commended and
congratulated on their very fine ef-
forts, only one measure of which was
the unanimous vote in favor of pas-
sage of H.R. 5366.

My only regret is that we were not
in timely possession of certain amend-
ments intended to insure and
strengthen management controls over
the flexitime program. For, though
the provisions contained in H.R. 5366
are acceptable, I feel there is room for
improvement in the area of designat-
ing ultimate decisionmaking author-
ity. I believe that such authority
ought to be vested in the chief admin-
istrative officials of departments and
agencies.

Legislation which would incorporate
these provisions might be introduced
in the Senate this week. If subsequent
action by the Senate sustains this re-
vised version of flexitime, resulting
differences to be ironed out during
conference, I would urge my col-
leagues to carefully consider which
proposal more adequately deals with
the management controls necessary
for the successful implementation of
flexible work schedules.@
® Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly support H.R. 5366, the Feder-
al Employees Flexible and Compressed
Work Schedules Act of 1982, which
permanently authorizes alternative
work schedules, commonly known as
flexitime, in the Federal Government.
Congress must pass and the President
must sign this vital legislation before
March 29, the date on which the cur-
rent experimental flexitime program
expires.

The use of compressed work sched-
ules, varied days in the workweek and
flexitime have been very popular
among the more than 320,000 employ-
ees in 1,500 Federal organizations that
participated in the experimental pro-
gram. H.R. 5366 permits, but does not
require, Federal agencies to develop
flexitime. Of the agencies that did
participate, 83 percent in the original
experiment have expressed a desire to
continue.

H.R. 5366 would enable Federal
labor organizations to share responsi-
bility with management for construct-
ing flexitime programs by placing flex-
itime in the collective bargaining proc-
ess. At the same time, Federal agencies
will retain broad discretion to control
the impact of flexitime on agency op-
erations and costs. The Office of Per-
sonnel Management (OPM) has been
given authority to terminate programs
it deems not in the public interest.
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Members of Congress have been ap-
prised by OPM, however, that it would
like to restrict flexitime. At hearings
before the House Post Office and Civil
Service Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources, chaired by our colleague GER-
ALDINE FERRARO, OPM representative
Jim Morrison said that flexitime
should be permitted only “in those
limited and specific circumstances
when they will improve productivity
or provide greater service to the
public, and only when their use will be
cost effective.”

OPM'’s position ignores flexitime's
highly positive impact on employee
morale. The General Accounting
Office (GAQO) recently reported that
RIF's and furloughs, real or prospec-
tive, have taken a terrible toll and
have led to measurable losses of pro-
ductivity in some cases. In my view,
abandoning or limiting flexitime
under these circumstances would be
extremely damaging to the effective
operation of the Federal Government.

This legislation means a great deal
to Federal employees. They believe
that it will help them do a better job,
and it will help keep them on the job.
Flexitime will help the working
mother with young children and the
senior employee who is not ready to
retire but cherishes 3-day stretches
away from work. Flexitime treats Fed-
eral employees like the professional
people they are, and I urge immediate
passage of H.R. 5366.e
e Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this opportunity to
express my strong support for H.R.
5366, the Federal Employees Flexible
and Compressed Work Schedules Act
of 1982. As a member of the Congress-
women's caucus, I am aware of the im-
portance of such legislation—which
would allow greater flexibility in inte-
grating work schedules with family
life—for women in the Federal work
force.

The Federal Government’'s 3-year
experiment in alternative work sched-
ules was a great success. In addition to
increasing the efficiency of the Gov-
ernment’s operations, it raised worker
morale substantially. At a time when
the bureaucracy is under heavy attack
for insensitivity, inefficiency, and me-
diocrity, innovations such as these can
go a long way toward making Govern-
ment work again. By humanizing the
bureaucracy, and making it responsive
to the needs of its employees, the flex-
itime legislation we are considering
today will undoubtedly improve the
quality of Government services. I urge
my colleagues to support the bill.e
® Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of Chairwoman FERRARO’S bill,
H.R. 5366, that would extend on a per-
manent basis the use of flexitime and
a compressed workweek schedule for
employees of the Federal Govern-
ment. H.R. 5366 is needed to assure
the continuation of this very success-
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ful experiment in alternative work
schedules because existing authoriza-
tion is due to expire less than a month
from now, on March 29, 1982.

Flexitime and compressed work
weeks have proven to be very popular
among the 325,000 Federal employees
who have participated in the program.
These employees have been given a
greater sense of responsibility in man-
aging their own working hours. The
result has been a dramatic improve-
ment in morale and productivity.

Alternative work schedules have
been of particular usefulness to work-
ing mothers who have been able to co-
ordinate their working hours with
their family responsibilities.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation can
extend on a permanent basis the posi-
tive results achieved thus far with
flexitime and compressed workweeks. I
congratulate Chairwoman FErraro for
the fine work she has done on H.R.
5366 and urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill.

Thank you.e@

@ Mr. KOGOVSEK. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the bill. The Federal
Employees Flexible and Compressed
work Schedule Act of 1978, established
a 3-year experiment with alternative
work schedules. The administration
has reported the success of the pro-
gram. According to the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, alternative work
schedules: Increased the operational
efficiency in 30 to 35 percent of the
agency experiments, increased the use
of mass transportation and car/van
pooling by employees, and provided
most employees with a greater feeling
of control over their work lives and
provided them with more time to
devote to personal, family, cultural,
and social activities. I might add that
over 90 percent of nonsupervisory em-
ployees and over 85 percent of supervi-
sors were satisfied with and wish to
retain their alternative work sched-
ules.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.e
® Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 5366, the
Federal Employees Flexible and Com-
pressed Work Schedules Act of 1982.
This bill provides permanent reau-
thorization for alternative work sched-
uling (AWS) in the Federal Govern-
ment. The current authority expires
in less than 4 weeks.

In 1975, the Ford administration
proposed enactment of legislation to
permit experimentation with flexible
and compressed work schedules by
waiving the existing legal limitations
on them. In 1978, Congress enacted
Public Law 95-390 which established a
3-year experimental program.

The experiment has been very suc-
cessful. There are 1,500 Federal instal-
lations, involving 325,000 Federal em-
ployees, that have used flexible sched-
uling. Many use the 4-day, 10-hour
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week. Some allow employees to bank
up to 10 hours in a biweekly pay
period, if they work more than the
standard 8-hour day. Others permit 9-
hour days, with 1 extra day off every 2
weeks. The program has improved em-
ployee morale by offering employees
more control over their work sched-
ules and lives. At the same time, it has
benefited the Government by produc-
ing documented reductions in tardi-
ness, absenteeism, and use of sick
leave. Most importantly, the public
has been better served because agen-
cies in flexitime are often open more
hours each day.

So, what we have is a highly success-
ful, productivity enhancing program
which is about to die. We should band
together to keep it alive. Despite the
fact that the Office of Personnel Man-
agement (OPM) issued a positive eval-
uation and recommended permanent
reauthorization, the administration
sent up legislative proposals after the
committee had reported out the legis-
lation. The legislative proposals are of
the “kill it with kindness" wvariety.
They add unnecessary and costly regu-
latory burdens to the program. We
have enough controls on flexitime
now.

Use of alternative work schedules
originated in the private sector, where
today more than 9.5 million workers
are on flexible and compressed sched-
ules. The reason for the growth of
AWS in the private sector is that a
carefully implemented alternative
work schedules program provides a
win/win situation for both employers
and employees. It is a low cost way to
improve productivity and increase em-
ployee morale since it does not require
changes in the work process or tech-
nology. It is a change that requires
little or no capital investment, yet has
tremendous payoff for the organiza-
tion.

Use of alternative scheduling is no
excuse for sloppy management inside
or outside the Federal Government. In
fact it should encourage managers to
review their management style. To
assure a successful program, managers
must do careful planning and insure
that accountability is maintained. Em-
ployees are still required to put in
their full 40-hour week. They are al-
lowed, however, greater flexibility in
the arrangement of their workday or
workweek. Good management should
have means, other than physical su-
pervision, to insure that employees do
their work.

Flexible work hours in the Federal
Government does not mean that em-
ployees wander in and out of their of-
fices at will. Managers must assure
that there is adequate coverage at all
times. Use of flexible hours helps
them to have more coverage at all
times, but use of flexible hours helps
them to have more coverage during
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peak periods. Having the office open
longer hours permits greater contact
between headquarters and west coast
offices that must do business with
each other.

Like the experimental program, H.R.
5366 retains protections for the Gov-
ernment. The bill allows the Office of
Personnel Management or an agency
to terminate a program if it is deter-
mined that AWS is not in the best in-
terest of the public or the Govern-
ment, subject to collective bargaining
agreements. During the Federal exper-
iment 85 to 1,500 Federal programs
were terminated in 13 departments or
agencies. More than half of these were
in two agencies, the U.S. Army and the
Veterans' Administration. Yet, termi-
nation may not be the best method of
dealing with abuse. Peer pressure on
those who abuse the program can be
an effective way to insure good faith
compliance.

The bill furthermore specifies that if
an agency head finds that the AWS
disrupts its functions or results in ad-
ditional costs, the agency head may re-
strict the employee’'s choice of arrival
and departure time, restrict the use of
credit hours, or exclude from the pro-
gram any employee or group of em-
ployees.

In its testimony on H.R. 5386, the
General Accounting Office testified
that this bill gives the agency head
and OPM the authority to terminate
or restrict the program if there is a
negative effect. It was the opinion of
the GAO that the initial data indi-
cates that AWS has not hurt Govern-
ment efficiency and in many cases has
improved it, at the same time that it
has boosted employee morale. For
that reason they recommended the en-
actment of H.R. 5366, which contains
appropriate safeguards for the agency
and OPM.

The Federal AWS experiment ex-
pires on March 29 unless it is reau-
thorized. The program has won wide-
spread support throughout the Gov-
ernment. According to OPM's interim
report, 90 percent of the employees
and 85 percent of the supervisors
using AWS wish to retain alternative
work scheduling. I have heard from
hundreds of employees who favor con-
tinuation of AWS. Finally, every
major Federal employee union has en-
dorsed the bill.

Flexitime increases employee morale
and productivity. It has the potential
for improving labor-management rela-
tions and taps the huge employee po-
tential for improving productivity.

I commend the gentlelady from New
York (Ms. FErraro) for introducing
this legislation and her subcommittee
for its full support. I urge my col-
leagues to vote favorably on H.R. 5366.
I am convinced that it contains ade-
quate protections for both the Gov-
ernment and employees and should be
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permanently authorized before the
program terminates on March 29.e

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
time has expired.

The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. FErraro) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 5366, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

on

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
to include extraneous material, on the
bill, H.R. 5366, just under consider-
ation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from New York?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT
A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Saunders,
one of his secretaries.

GOLD MEDAL FOR QUEEN
BEATRIX

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 348) to
provide for the awarding of a special
gold medal to Her Majesty Queen Bea-
trix in recognition of the 1982 bicen-
tennial anniversary of diplomatic and
trade relations between the Nether-
lands and the United States.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. REs. 348

Whereas Dutch antecedents in the United
States go back to the early 1600's when a
few doughty Dutch began to explore and
settle Manhattan Island and the Hudson
River Valley;

Whereas the Netherlands became the first
nation in 1776 to salute the flag of the new
American Nation;

Whereas John Adams, first United States
Minister to the Netherlands and second
President of the United States, signed a mu-
tually advantageous Treaty to Amity and
Commerce with the Netherlands in the deci-
sive year of 1782;

Whereas the Netherlands was the source
of a series of needed loans starting in 1782,
which eventually totaled the equivalent of
$12 million;

Whereas it is with the Netherlands that
the United States has its longest peaceful
and unbroken relationship;
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Whereas the year 1982 will mark the two
hundredth anniversary of the opening of
diplomatic relations with the Netherlands;

Whereas these two centuries of official re-
lations have been based on exemplary
friendship, mutual trust and respect, and a
perceived interest in practical forms of co-
operation;

Whereas the thirty-six years of vigilant
peace since the end of World War II have
seen a remarkable growth in the United
States-Dutch relationship; and

Whereas, in keeping with the spirit and
content of the Treaty of Amity and Com-
merce, the United States and the Nether-
lands have become active partners in de-
fense and commerce: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) the Presi-
dent of the United States is authorized to
present, on behalf of the Congress, to Her
Majesty Queen Beatrix, a gold medal of ap-
propriate design in recognition of the two
hundredth anniversary, in 1982, of the es-
tablishment of diplomatic and commercial
relations between the Governments of the
United States and the Netherlands. For
such purpose, the Secretary of the Treasury
is authorized and directed to cause to be
struck a gold medal with suitable emblems,
devices, and inscriptions, to be determined
by the Secretary of the Treasury. There is
authorized to be appropriated not to exceed
$22,000 after November 1, 1981, to carry out
the provisions of this subsection.

(b) The Secretary of the Treasury may
cause duplicates in bronze of such medal to
be coined and sold under such regulations as
he may prescribe, at a price sufficient to
cover the cost thereof, including labor, ma-
terials, dies, use of machinery overhead ex-
penses, and the gold medal. The appropria-
tion used to carry out the provisions of this
subsection (a) shall be reimbursed out of
the proceeds of such sales.

(¢) The medals provided for in this section
are national medals for the purpose of sec-
tion 3551 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C.
368).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
AnnuUNzIO) will be recognized for 20
minutes, and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. WyLIig) will be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution
348 would authorize the presentation
of a gold medal to Her Majesty Queen
Beatrix of the Netherlands in recogni-
tion of the Bicentennial of diplomatic
and trade relations between the Neth-
erlands and the United States. I am
proud to be one of the 226 cosponsors
of this legislation.

The ties between this Nation and
the Netherlands go back more than
200 years. Every schoolchild knows the
story of the purchase of Manhattan
Island from the Indians for $24 by
Peter Minuet. This purchase led to the
founding of New Netherlands, which
later became New York. In 1776, as
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our forefathers began their struggle
for independence, the Netherlands
became the first nation to recognize
the new nation when one of their war-
ships saluted our flag.

The formal beginning of our unbro-
ken 200-year history of friendship,
mutual trust, and respect started
when the two nations entered into a
Treaty to Amity and Commerce in
1782.

This legislation will result in no net
cost to the taxpayer. The cost of the
gold medal will be reimbursed from
the sale of bronze duplicates.

Last week the Subcommittee on
Consumer Affairs and Coinage heard
the testimony of the eloquent and dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. VANDER JAGT). His remarks per-
suaded the subcommittee to unani-
mously pass this resolution so that we
could bring it to the House floor
today.

Queen Beatrix will be visiting the
United States next month and she will
be addressing a special joint session of
Congress. I urge my colleagues to pass
this legislation today so that we can
have an opportunity to have the
medal prepared in time for her ap-
pearance before the Congress.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution
348. I am a sponsor of the bill, as are
most Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives. This substantial support, I
might say, Mr. Speaker, is a tribute to
the leadership, persuasiveness and te-
nacity of the measure’s principle spon-
sor, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. VANDER JAcT), who I may say is a
doughty Dutchman himself, and I
want to compliment him for his suec-
cess in getting this bill to the House
floor so expeditiously.

This resolution, as has been men-
tioned, does provide for a gold medal
to honor 200 years of a Dutch-Ameri-
can pact of amity and commerce. That
record of friendship is the longest un-
broken peaceful relationship of its
kind with the United States of any
foreign power. As stated in the resolu-
tion, the Dutch have made significant
contributions to the United States
over the course of more than 370
years.

0 1430

They were early explorers and set-
tlers in the Hudson Valley. The Neth-
erlands was the first nation to salute
the U.S. flag. It was among the earli-
est to grant diplomatic recognition to
the United States when it became a
nation, and in 1782 it was the source
of much needed financial assistance
for the new American Nation.

During the celebration of 200 years
of treaty relations between our two
nations, Queen Beatrix of the Nether-
lands will visit the United States. As
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one part of her visit, she will address a
joint session of Congress on April 20.
House Joint Resolution 348 is an im-
portant part of that visit. With timely
action by the Congress, President
Reagan will be able to present on
behalf of our Nation a gold medal to
the Queen to commemorate the 200th
anniversary and commercial relations
between the Netherlands and the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, I might say that the
President spoke on Dutch-American
Friendship Year Celebration on Feb-
ruary 17, 1982, and I submit the Presi-
dent’s remarks at this point in the
RECORD:

[Message of the President, Feb. 17, 1982]

DvuTcH-AMERICAN FRIENDSHIP YEAR, 1982

April 19, 1982 marks the two hundredth
anniversary of the establishment of diplo-
matic relations between The Netherlands
and the United States of America. This is
the United States' longest unbroken, peace-
ful relationship with any foreign power.

From the very beginning, Americans and
Dutch were drawn together by mutual
ideals. As early as 1776, the rebellious Amer-
ican colonies saw the republican Nether-
lands as a potential ally, while the Dutch
viewed the North American colonies’ strug-
gle for independence as a parallel to their
own historical struggle for freedom. The
widespread sympathy and goodwill in The
Netherlands for the success of the American
quest for freedom was illustrated by several
Dutch gestures that boosted colonial
morale:

On the Dutch island of St. Eustatius in
the Caribbean, the First foreign salute to
the American flag took place on November
16, 1776; John Paul Jones was received as a
hero in Amsterdam in 1779 when he landed
with two captured British ships; and the
Dutch Government entered into secret ne-
gotiations with the Continental Congress,
starting in 1778, on the draft of a Treaty of
Amity and Commerce.

But, most important, on April 19, 1782,
John Adams was admitted by the States
General of the Dutch Republic as Minister
of the United States of America, thus ob-
taining the second diplomatic recognition of
the United States as an independent nation.
Adams also succeeded, on October 8, 1782,
in signing the first Treaty of Amity and
Commerce between the two countries. This
shortly led to a series of vital loans totaling
the equivalent of 12 million dollars. This
recognition of the United States as an inde-
pendent nation can be regarded as a culmi-
nation of our country’s efforts to take its
rightful place in the world community of
nations as a sovereign state.

In the nineteenth century Dutch immi-
grants and capital continued to play an im-
portant role in the development of our
young nation. A considerable part of up-
state New York was developed by invest-
ments from The Netherlands, and the vast
Louisiana Purchase was financed through
loans placed in Amsterdam. Washington
Irving wrote of the Dutch settlers of the
Hudson Valley, and immigrants from Hol-
land founded many new towns on the fron-
tier of the 1840s in Iowa, Michigan and Wis-
consin. The Netherlands helped finance
much of the building of the great American
railway systems which opened up the West
and contributed three U.S. Presidents of
Dutch descent—Martin Van Buren, Theo-
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dore Roosevelt, and Franklin Delano Roose-
velt.

During the dark days of World War II,
America was able to return this early sup-
port for our nationhood. Thousands of our
young men are buried on Duteh soil, having
given their lives in the liberation of The
Netherlands.

Today, the United States and The Nether-
lands share a joint commitment to mutual
security and the defense of freedom
through our NATO partnership. Our close
economic ties reinforce our common philo-
sophic and political goals, and The Nether-
lands is now the top foreign investor in the
United States—a clear sign of Dutch confi-
dence in our country and its future.

While the particular expression of our
policies and actions has not always been
identical, the theme of common interests
and shared ideals has been a hallmark of
the continuously peaceful and productive
relationship between the United States and
The Netherlands for two hundred years.

In recognition of this long and fruitful re-
lationship between our two countries, I call
on all Americans to join with citizens of The
Netherlands in observing 1982 with appro-
priate ceremonies and activities to recall the
long-standing friendship and shared values
of our two peoples.

RoNALD REAGAN.

Mr. WYLIE. Now, Mr. Speaker, in
urging support of the joint resolution
I would like to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished principal sponsor of the
joint resolution, my friend, the gentle-
man from Michigan. (Mr. VANDER
JAGT.)

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding and
for his kind words, and for his leader-
ship on behalf of the joint resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Joint Resolution 348, and to
thank and commend the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Consumer Affairs and Coinage for his
leadership on this very important res-
olution, and to thank each and every
member of that subcommittee.

As the chairman and the distin-
guished gentleman of Ohio have ex-
plained, this would authorize the
President of the United States to
present a gold medal to Queen Beatrix
of the Netherlands. In a larger sense,
however, it is an authorization of a
gold medal of the American people to
all of the people of the Netherlands in
recognition of 200 years of continuous,
unbroken friendship.

I hope all my colleagues join in rec-
ognizing this very unique and special
friendship and relationship by voting
overwhelmingly for the joint resolu-
tion.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan for his
contribution, and I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to rise in support of House
Joint Resolution 348, to authorize a
gold medal to be presented to Queen
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Beatrix of the Netherlands on behalf
of the Congress.

The 26th District of New York,
which I am privileged to represent,
was the site of many of the earliest
Dutch settlements in the New World.
Many place names, particularly in
Rockland County, N.Y., reflect the
heritage of their earliest settlers.

According to the Rockland County
Data Book:

In 1609, Henry Hudson sailed up the
Hudson and dropped anchor (it is now be-
lieved) in Tappan Zee, off the spot that was
later called Piermont. * * * David Pietersen
DeVries was a Dutch navigator and an offi-
cial in the Dutch East India Company, who,
around 1640, bought a tract of land from
the Indians in the area of what is now
Tappan, and called it Vriesendael. Here he
hoped, with emigrants from New Amster-
dam, to found a permanent settlement
where the inhabitants could trade peaceful-
ly with the Indians and get a living from the
soil for themselves, their families, and their
animals.

His dream was shattered three years later
when the Indians, enraged at being con-
stantly defrauded by some of the settlers,
attacked the settlement and reduced it to
rulns - s

Two or three other settlements were
founded after that, but it was not until 1675
that permanent colonization of the land
began. In that year a young Dutch immi-
grant, Harmon Dowsa (whose family name
of Talma has been variously spelled
Talman, Taulman, and Tallman) established
a home in Nyack. Eight year later, he in-
duced several families to move into the area;
this was the County's first permanent set-
tlement.

Beyond the historic ties between the
New World and the Netherlands, the
warmth of the relations between our
Governments over the years is worthy
of approbation. The Dutch were the
first to recognize our new Nation after
the outbreak of the Revolution, and
these friendly ties have never been
broken.

Mr. Spencer, it is altogether fitting
that we honor the Dutch nation by
presenting a gold medal to Queen Bea-
trix on the occasion or her forthcom-
ing visit to the United States. I com-
mend the efforts of the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. VANDER JacGT) in
sponsoring this bill and the coopera-
tion and the efforts of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANNUNZIO), the
distinguished subcommittee chairman
and the ranking member of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Ohio,
Mr. WYLIE, in bringing this bill before
the House, in recognition of the 1982
bicentennial anniversary of diplomatic
and trade relations between the
United States and the Netherlands.

My colleagues may be pleased to
learn that in April 1982, at the same
time that Queen Beatrix will be visit-
ing the United States, the American
Women's Club of The Hague, and the
bipartisan Committee of the Nether-
lands will be commemorating the bi-
centennial of John Adams’ presenta-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

tion of his credentials as the first U.S.
Ambassador to The Hague.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. WINN).

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Joint Resolution 348 authoriz-
ing a gold medal for Queen Beatrix.

This is a fitting tribute to the gra-
cious sovereign of the Netherlands
who will be addressing a joint session
of Congress on April 20. 1982 marks
the 200th anniversary of friendship
between the United States and the
Netherlands. In 1782 our two nations
concluded a treaty of trade and friend-
ship which was founded on the ideals
of political and religious liberty. This
was a sign of the strong interest the
Dutch Republic had in the young
American Republic. Dutch traders
provided the colonists with arms and
ammunition and the first official
honors paid to the new flag of the
United States in 1776 occurred when
the Dutch saluted the ship of John
Paul Jones. What John Paul Jones
said then in response to the honors
holds true today 200 years later:

Let but the two Republics join hands and
they will give Peace to the World.

Now, 200 years later and 30 years
after her mother, Queen Juliana, ad-
dressed the U.S. Congress, we will
have the good fortune to receive
Queen Beatrix and reaffirm the close,
historic ties between the Netherlands
and the United States. I might add
that I had the honor to meet with Her
Majesty in January in The Hague
when she received the delegations
from the U.S. Congress and the Euro-
pean Parliament when we were meet-
ing in the Dutch capital. I am now
happy that we in Congress will be able
to return the Kkind hospitality of
Queen Beatrix and continue with her
what was an extremely useful and in-
teresting dialog.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his contribution.
® Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of House Joint Resolution
348 to award a gold medal to the
people of the Netherlands when
Queen Beatrix visits the United States
in April during her 5-day state visit.

Three Presidents—Martin Van
Buren, Theodore Roosevelt, and
Franklin D. Roosevelt—had Dutch an-
cestors. William Penn, another major
political figure in American history,
had family links to the Netherlands.

The people of the Netherlands are a
proud and hard-working people and
were among our most progressive set-
tlers. The Netherlands and the United
States have stood together for 200
years.

Dutch-American bicentennial ob-
servance gives us an opportunity to re-
flect on the contributions of the
Dutch-Americans and to expand on
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the two centuries of diplomatic and
trade relations which have benefited
the Netherlands and the United States
S0 greatly.

I urge my colleagues to support this
measure.®
® Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr., Speaker, I
rise in support of House Joint Resolu-
tion 348, to award a special gold medal
to Queen Beatrix to mark 200 years of
diplomatic and trade relations between
the Netherlands and the United
States.

Her Majesty, Queen Beatrix, will ad-
dress a joint session of Congress on
April 20 during her state visit to the
United States.

The Netherlands-United States bi-
centennial observance offers an appro-
priate opportunity to focus attention
on the fact that people of Dutch de-
scent have contributed immensely to
our American heritage. For 200 years,
the Netherlands and the United States
have stood together in war and in
peace.

The Dutch were among the earliest
and most progressive settlers of Cook
and Will Counties in Illinois. My
lovely wife Pat is of Dutch ancestry.

During the Dutch-American bicen-
tennial observance, we as Americans
can prove we appreciate and want to
expand on the two centuries of friend-
ship which have benefited the Nether-
lands and the United States so great-
lv.@

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. AN-
NUNzIo) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the joint resolution,
House Joint Resolution 348.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the joint
resolution was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the joint resolution just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

NAMING A NUCLEAR-POWERED
AIRCRAFT CARRIER U.S.S.
“HYMAN G. RICKOVER"”

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
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(H.R. 4977) to direct the President to
name the next Nimilz-class nuclear-
powered aircraft carrier as the U.S.S.
Hyman G. Rickover.
The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4977

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
President shall name the next Nimitz class
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier named
after the date of the enactment of this Act
as the United States Ship Hyman G. Rick-
over.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BennerT) will be recognized for 20
minutes, and the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BENNETT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members be allowed to
extend their remarks on the bill under
consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
H.R. 4977, to direct the President to
name the next Nimitz-class nuclear-
powered aircraft carrier as the U.S.S.
Hyman G. Rickover.

The bill would simply direct the
President to name the next nuclear-
powered aircraft carrier the U.S.S.
Hyman G. Rickover. Presumably this
would be the CVN-72, for which the
Congress authorized long lead funding
in fiscal year 1982.

The committee believes that there is
no more fitting recognition of the con-
tributions Admiral Rickover has made
than to name a capital ship of the U.S.
Navy in his honor. The nuclear-pow-
ered aircraft carrier is the keystone of
the U.S. Navy surface fleet and the
mightiest of ships of the Navy today.

The Secretary of the Navy has re-
cently said that he would prefer to
name a nuclear-powered submarine in
honor of Admiral Rickover, and in tes-
timony before the Seapower Subcom-
mittee, Rear Admiral Kane, Director
for Naval History, suggested that
naming a nuclear-powered submarine
would be an appropriate way to recog-
nize the accomplishments of Admiral
Rickover. Certainly this would be ap-
propriate. However, just as Admiral
Rickover’s achievements and contribu-
tions are unique, the nuclear-powered
aircraft carrier is a unique expression
of the U.S. naval power and naming an
aircraft carrier is a most fitting way to
recognize Admiral Rickover's achieve-
ments.
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Admiral Rickover is responsible for
the introduction of nuclear power to
the U.S. Navy. The nuclear power-
plants that Admiral Rickover has been
responsible for developing, building,
and operating, have been used in air-
craft carriers, cruisers, and subma-
rines. Admiral Rickover also led the
scientific, technical, and industrial
team which developed and constructed
the Shippingport, Pa., nuclear-pow-
ered, electric generating plant, the
first commercial generating plant in
the United States.

As these examples show, Admiral
Rickover’s accomplishments and con-
tributions go far beyond the develop-
ment of the nuclear submarine.

It is also important to note that Ad-
miral Rickover has not sought this
honor. He has stated to me and to
others that he would prefer that no
ship be named in honor of him.

1 spoke with Mrs. Rickover about
this matter in an attempt to better un-
derstand Admiral Rickover's feelings,
and it is my judgment based on that
conversation that if a ship is to be
named for him that Admiral Rickover
would prefer an aircraft carrier.

Certainly there is precedent for con-
gressional action to direct the naming
of a Navy vessel. An act of March 2,
1895, assigned the name Kearsarge to
one of two battleships in the building
program that year to commemorate
the Civil War steam sloop-of-war
which defeated the Confederate raider
Alabama. An act of May 4, 1898, as-
signed the name Maine to one of three
battleships in the supplementary
building program for that year in com-
memoration of the armored battleship
which had blown up in Havana Harbor
earlier that year.

There is also precedent for naming
aircraft carriers for distinguished
Americans. A review of these names
reveals that those so honored have
been leaders in the executive branch,
as in the case of Presidents Franklin
and Theodore Roosevelt, Kennedy,
and Eisenhower, and Secretary of De-
fense Forrestal, in the legislative
branch, as in the case of Congressman
Carl Vinson; and in the Navy, as in the
case of Fleet Admiral Nimitz.

Finally, with the naming of the
U.S.8. Vinson, long standing Navy tra-
dition to honor only deceased persons
in the naming of the Navy’s ships was
broken.

Admiral Rickover has dedicated his
life to service to this country. His
Navy career has spanned nearly six
decades of naval service, with more
than three dedades as Director of
Naval Reactors. He has been responsi-
ble for the transformation of nuclear
power for naval vessels from concept
into reality. Much of this achievement
came about despite impediments and
opposition. Today there are more than
130 nuclear-powered vessels in the
U.S. Navy, including four aircraft car-
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riers and nine cruisers; and our coun-
try is much stronger because of their
presence.

Admiral Rickover's accomplishments
mark him as a great American. His
dedication, foresight, and hard work
have brought us to the point today
that we are deploying ships that will
operate for more than a decade with-
out refueling. They are capable of
steaming anywhere in the world with-
out stopping to refuel and without
slowing down to wait for support ves-
sels. They are so reliable that we do
not routinely consider their reliability.
Their safety record is unsurpassed.

In passing this legislation we will not
be simply giving honor to one who
truly deserves it, we will be reminding
future generations of Admiral Rickov-
er's great accomplishments. This is
good for the Navy and it is good for
America.

The committee favorably recom-
mends H.R. 4977 to the House for its
approval.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure for me
to speak in favor of this bill, H.R.
4977, which directs the President to
name the next nuclear-powered air-
craft carrier, U.S.S. Hyman G. Rick-
over.

In January 1955 the world's first nu-
clear-powered submarine, the U.S.S.
Nautilis (SSN-571) put to sea, and its
skipper, Comdr. Eugene P. Wilkinson,
signaled the historic message “Under-
way on nuclear power."”

This magnificent achievement was
largely the result of Admiral Rickov-
er's untiring efforts to coordinate the
design and development of the Navy's
nuclear propulsion program by many
top professionals in industry, universi-
ties, and research organizations.

In the course of over 30 years since
that breakthrough in naval propul-
sion, an impressive range of nuclear-
powered naval vessels have joined the
fleet; submarines, cruisers, and air-
craft carriers.

It is interesting to contemplate how
far or how safely the nuclear reactor
program would have advanced. If in
1952, after twice failing of promotion
from captain to rear admiral—"be-
cause his experience was too special-
ized”—the Congress had not inter-
vened. Soon thereafter, the Navy Se-
lection Board was directed to promote
one engineering officer ‘‘experienced
and qualified in the field of atomic
propulsion machinery for ships.”

Throughout his lifetime Admiral
Rickover, the father of the nuclear
Navy, has vigorously nurtured his in-
fant's growth within a rigid discipline
of excellence and high achievement.
He has set and lived by standards few
can match.

In an article entitled “Thoughts on
Man’s Purpose in Life . . . and Other
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Matters,” Admiral Rickover recently
wrote:

The deepest joy in life is to be creative. To
find an undeveloped situation, to see the
possibilities, to decide upon a course of
action, and then devote the whole of one's
resources to carrying it out, even if it means
battling against the stream of contemporary
opinion, is a satisfaction in comparison with
which superficial pleasures are trivial. But
to create you must care. You must be will-
ing to speak out.

Well, as we all know, he has indeed
been creative and outspoken and we
have benefited from his guidance.

I am aware that Admiral Rickover
does not approve of the action we are
taking here today. He feels that
honors such as this should not be be-
stowed on living persons. I appreciate
his viewpoint. However, there is prece-
dent for such action by Congress, and
it is precisely because such honor is re-
served for extraordinary accomplish-
ment that I believe that today’s pro-
ceedings are appropriate and deserved.

It is because of the rich legacy of ac-

complishment that he has left man-
kind that I think it is fitting that this
unigue naval officer should be hon-
ored by the American people by chris-
tening the next nuclear-powered air-
craft carrier in his name.
@ Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, today
I would like to express my deep appre-
ciation for the long, brilliant, and self-
less career of the distinguished Adm.
Hyman G. Rickover, USN. His dedica-
tion to excellence, innovation, efficien-
cy, and honesty set a high standard
exemplified by the motto, “Why not
the best?” This motto is a fitting de-
scription of his career.

As father of the nuclear navy Admi-
ral Rickover made an enormous contri-
bution to the defense of his country.
Moreover, his exacting and persistent
demands for economy and elimination
of waste in procurement have prob-
ably saved billions of taxpayers’ dol-
lars over the years. On January 28,
1982, Admiral Rickover made his last
appearance before Congress as a wit-
ness before the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, of which I am proud to be a
member. His statement was an inspir-
ing example of insightful wisdom and
sober analysis.

The adoption of H.R. 4977, which
calls for naming the next Nimitz-class
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier after
Admiral Rickover, would facilitate
proper recognition of his outstanding
and remarkable service to the U.S.
Navy. I favor speedy passage of this
bill.e

00 1445

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BEN-
NETT) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4977.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended, and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate
has been concluded on all motions to
suspend the rules.

Pursuant to clause 5, rule I, the
Chair will now put the question on
each motion on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the order
in which that motion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: House Concurrent Resolution
226, House Joint Resolution 373, and
H.R. 5366, by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic votes after
the first such vote in this series.

SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE
PRESIDENT SHOULD PRESS
FOR SAFE AND STABLE ENVI-
RONMENT FOR FREE AND
OPEN DEMOCRATIC ELEC-
TIONS IN EL SALVADOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
suspending the rules and agreeing to
the concurrent resolution, House Con-
current Resolution 226.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Barnes) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 226) on which the
yveas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 396, nays
3, not voting 35, as follows:

[Roll No. 101
YEAS—396

Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bevill
Bingham
Blanchard
Bliley
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Bonker
Bouquard
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Brown (OH)

Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Archer
Ashbrook
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Bafalis
Bailey (MO)
Bailey (PA)
Barnard
Barnes
Beard
Bedell
Beilenson
Benedict

Broyhill
Burgener
Butler
Byron
Carman
Carney
Chappell
Chappie
Chisholm
Clausen
Clay
Clinger
Coats
Coelho
Coleman
Collins (TX)
Conte
Conyers
Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne, James
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Coyne, William
Craig
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Crockett
D’'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daub

Davis

de la Garza
Deckard
Dellums
DeNardis
Derrick
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan
Dougherty
Dowdy
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart
Edgar
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
Emery
English
Ertel

Evans (DE)
Evans (GA)
Evans (IA)
Evans (IN)
Fascell
Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Fiedler
Fields
Findley
Pish
Fithian
Flippo
Florio

Foley

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Forsythe
Fountain
Frank
Frenzel
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Gray

Green
Gregg
Grisham
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen (ID)
Hansen (UT)
Harkin
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hawkins
Heckler
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Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Hertel
Hightower
Hiler

Hillis
Holland
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Eemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Eogovsek
Eramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Leach
Leath
LeBoutillier
Lehman
Lent
Levitas
Lewis
Livingston
Loeffler
Long (LA)
Long (MD)
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
Madigan
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin (IL)
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McClory
McCloskey
MeCollum
McCurdy
McDonald
McEwen
McGrath
McKinney
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (CH)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell (MD)
Mitchell (NY)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison
Mottl
Murphy
Murtha
Myers

Napier
Natcher
Neal
Nelligan
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O’'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Ottinger
Oxley
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Patman
Patterson
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Peyser
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Rahall
Railsback
Rangel
Ratehford
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts (KS)
Roberts (8D)
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rosenthal
Roth
Roukema
Rousselot
Roybal
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Sawyer
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shamansky
Shannon
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Simon
Skeen
Smith (AL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (PA)
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spence

St Germain
Stangeland
Stanton
Stark
Staton
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Swift
Synar
Tauke
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Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas
Traxler

Watkins

Gonzalez

Waxman
Weaver
Weber (MN)
Weber (OH)
Weiss

White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams (MT)
Williams (OH)
Wilson

Winn

NAYS—3
Paul
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Wirth

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
‘Wright
Wyden
Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO}
Zablocki
Zeferetti

Rudd

NOT VOTING—35

Andrews
Badham
Bethune
Biaggi
Brooks
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Campbell
Cheney
Collins (IL)
Conable
Derwinski

Dornan
Downey
Edwards (OK)
Erdahl
Erlenborn

Fary
Foglietta
Fowler
Goldwater
Hagedorn
Hance
Jeffords

Lee

Leland
Lowry (WA)
Mattox
McDade
McHugh
Moffett
Obey
Rostenkowski
Santini
Skelton

SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT
SOVIET UNION SHOULD RE-
SPECT ITS CITIZENS' RELI-
GIOUS FREEDOM AND RIGHT
TO EMIGRATE, AND THAT
THIS SHOULD BE AN ISSUE AT
THE FORTHCOMING U.N.
RIGHTS MEETING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
suspending the rules and passing the
joint resolution, House Joint Resolu-
tion 373, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BonNker) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 373) as amended, on which
the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 387, not
voting 47, as follows:

0 1500

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr. Mattox with Mr. Badham.
Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Bethune.
Mr. Moffett with Mr. Cheney.
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Erdahl.
Mr. Andrews with Mr. McDade.
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Campbell.
. Skelton with Mr. Derwinski.
. Fowler with Mr. Conable.
. Fary with Mr. Erlenborn.
. Downey with Mr, Lee.
. Obey with Mr. Hagedorn.
Mr. Leland with Mr, Jeffords.

Mr. Lowry of Washington with Mr. Ed-
wards of Oklahoma.

Mr. Phillip Burton with Mr.
Burton.

Mr. McHugh with Mr. Hance.

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Santini.

Mr. Foglietta with Mr. Dornan of Califor-
nia.

Mr. MOAKLEY changed his vote
from “nay” to “yea.”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

John L.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of
rule I, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device may be taken on
all the additional motions to suspend
the rules on which the Chair has post-
poned further proceedings.

Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Archer
Ashbrook
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Bafalis
Bailey (MO)
Bailey (PA)
Barnard
Barnes
Beard
Bedell
Beilenson
Benedict
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bevill
Bingham
Blanchard
Bliley
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Bonker
Bougquard
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Brown (OH)
Broyhill
Burgener
Butler
Byron
Carman
Carney
Chappell
Chappie
Chisholm
Clausen
Clay

Coats
Coelho
Coleman
Collins (TX)
Conte

[Roll No. 111
YEAS—387

Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne, James
Coyne, William
Craig

Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
D’Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daub

Davis
Deckard

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan
Dougherty
Dowdy
Drejer
Duncan
Dunn

Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson

Early

Eckart
Edgar
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
Emery
English

Ertel

Evans (DE)
Evans (GA)
Evans (IA)
Evans (IN)
Fascell

Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Fiedler
Fields
Findley

Fish

Fithian
Flippo

Florio

Foley

Ford (MI)

Ford (TN)
Forsythe
Fountain
Frank
Frenzel
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Gray
Green
Gregg
Grisham
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen (ID)
Hansen (UT)
Harkin
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Hertel
Hightower
Hiler
Hillis
Holland
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs

Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta

Leach

Leath
LeBoutillier
Lehman
Lent

Levitas
Lewis
Livingston
Loeffler
Long (LA)
Long (MD)
Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
Madigan
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McClory
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McDonald
McEwen
McGrath
McKinney
Mica

Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell (MD)
Mitchell (NY)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison

Mottl
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Napier
Natcher
Neal
Nelligan
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Ottinger
Oxley
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Patman
Patterson
Paul
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Peyser
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Ratchford
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts (KS)
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rosenthal
Roth
Roukema
Rousselot
Roybal
Rudd
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shamansky
Shannon
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
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Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Simon
Skeen
Smith (AL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (PA)
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Spence

St Germain
Stangeland
Stanton
Stark
Staton
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Swift

Synar
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas
Traxler
Trible

Udall
Vander Jagt
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Washington
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber (MN)
Weber (OH)
Weiss
White
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams (MT)
Williams (OH)
Wilson
Winn

Wirth

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zablocki
Zeferetti

NOT VOTING—47

Andrews
Badham
Bethune
Biaggi
Brooks
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Campbell
Cheney
Clinger
Collins (IL)
Conable
Conyers
Crockett
DeNardis
Derwinski

Dornan
Downey
Edwards (OK)
Erdahl
Erlenborn

Fary
Foglietta
Fowler
Goldwater
Hagedorn
Hall, Ralph
Hance
Jeffords
Lee

Leland
Lowry (WA)

Martin (IL)
Mattox
McDade
McHugh
Moffett
Obey
Railsback
Roberts (SD)
Rostenkowski
Santini
Scheuer
Schneider
Skelton
Solomon
Whitley

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Mattox with Mr. Badham.
Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Bethune.
Mr. Moffett with Mr. Cheney.

Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Erdahl.




2736

Mr. Andrews with Mr, McDade.

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Campbell.

Mr. Skelton with Mr, Derwinski.

Mr. Fowler with Mr. Conable.

Mr. Fary with Mr. Erlenborn.

Mr. Downey with Mr. Lee.

Mr. Obey with Mr. Hagedorn.

Mr. Leland with Mr. Jeffords.

Mr. Lowry of Washington with Mr. Ed-
wards of Oklahoma.

Mr. Phillip Burton with Mr. John L.
Burton.

Mr. McHugh with Mr. Hance.

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Santini,

Mr. Foglietta with Mr. Dornan of Califor-
nia.

Mr, Whitley with Mr, Railsback.

Mr. Scheuer with Mrs. Martin of Illinois.

Mr. Roberts of South Dakota with Mr.
Solomon.

Mr. Crockett with Mr. Conyers.

Mrs. Schneider with Mr. DeNardis.

Mr, Clinger with Mr. Ralph M. Hall.

0O 1515

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the joint resolution, as amended, was
passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES FLEXIBLE
AND COMPRESSED WORK
SCHEDULES ACT OF 1982

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
suspending the rules and passing the
bill, H.R. 5366, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
FERRARO) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5366, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 255, nays
142, not voting 37, as follows:

[Roll No. 12]
YEAS—255

Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Atkinson
AuCoin
Bailey (MO)
Bailey (PA)
Barnes
Bedell
Beilenson
Benjamin
Bennett
Bevill
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Bonker
Bowen
Breaux

Brinkley
Brodhead
Brown (CA)
Byron
Carney
Chisholm
Clausen
Clay
Coelho
Conyers
Corcoran
Courter
Coyne, William
Crockett
D’'Amours
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Daschle
Davis

de la Garza
Deckard
Dellums
DeNardis
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly

Dorgan
Dougherty
Dowdy
Dunn
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart
Edgar
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Emery
Ertel
Evans (GA)
Evans (IA)
Evans (IN)
Fascell
Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Fiedler
Findley
Fish
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foley

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Ginn
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gore
Gradison
Gray
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harkin
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hertel
Holland
Hollenbeck
Holt
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Jacobs
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Eastenmeier
Kazen
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kogovsek
LaFalce
Lantos
Leach
Lehman
Lent

Long (LA}
Long (MD)
Luken
Lundine

Archer
Ashbrook
Aspin
Bafalis
Barnard
Beard
Benedict
Bereuter
Bliley
Bouquard
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Brown (OH)
Broyhill
Burgener
Butler
Carman
Chappell
Chappie
Clinger
Coats
Coleman
Collins (TX)
Conte
Coughlin
Coyne, James
Craig

Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Daniel, Dan
Dannemeyer
Daub
Dickinson
Dreier
Duncan
Emerson

Madigan
Markey
Marks
Marriott
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McKinney
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell (MD)
Moakley
Molinari
Moore
Mottl
Murphy
Napier
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Ottinger
Parris
Patman
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Peyser
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Rahall
Railsback
Rangel
Ratchford
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe

Rose
Rosenthal

NAYS—142

English
Evans (DE)
Fields
Forsythe
Fountain
Frenzel
Gibbons
Gingrich
Goodling
Gramm
Gregg
Grisham
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hammerschmidt
Hansen (ID)
Hansen (UT)
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hendon
Hightower
Hiler

Hillis
Hopkins
Hubbard
Hyde
Ireland
Jeffries
Johnston
Kindness
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Latta

Leath
LeBoutillier
Levitas

Roybal
Russo

Sabo
Savage
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schumer
Seiberling
Shamansky
Shannon
Sharp
Shelby
Shuster
Simon
Smith (IA)
Smith (NI)
Smith (PA)
Snowe
Solarz

St Germain
Stanton
Stark
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Synar
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Traxler
Trible
Udall
Vander Jagt
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Washington
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whitten
Williams (MT)
Williams (OH)
Wilson
Wirth

Wolf
Wolpe
Wright
Wyden
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Zablocki
Zeferetti

Lewis
Livingston
Loeffler
Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Lungren
Marlenee
Martin (NC)
McClory
McCollum
McDonald
McEwen
McGrath
Miller (OH)
Mitchell (NY)
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morrison
Murtha
Myers
Nelligan
O’Brien
Oxley
Panetta
Pashayan
Patterson
Paul

Quillen
Ritter
Roberts (KS)
Roberts (SD)
Robinson
Roemer
Rogers
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Roth
Roukema
Rousselot
Rudd
Sawyer
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shumway
Siljander
Skeen
Smith (AL)
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Smith (NE)
Smith (OR)
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Staton
Stenholm
Stump
Thomas
Walker
Wampler

Watkins
Weber (MN)
Weber (OH)
White
Whittaker
Winn
Wortley
Wylie
Young (FL)
Young (MO)

NOT VOTING—317

Andrews
Badham
Bethune
Biaggi
Brooks
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Campbell
Cheney
Collins (IL)
Conable
Derwinski
Dornan

Downey
Edwards (OK)
Erdahl
Erlenborn
Fary
Foglietta
Fowler
Goldwater
Hagedorn
Hance
Jeffords
Lee
Leland

Lowry (WA)
Mattox
McDade
McHugh
Moffett
Obey

Pease
Rostenkowski
Santini
Skelton
Swift

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Mattox with Mr. Badham.
Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Bethune.
Mr. Moffett with Mr. Cheney.

Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Erdahl.

Mr. Andrews with Mr. McDade.
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Campbell.
Mr. Skelton with Mr, Derwinski.
Mr. Fowler with Mr. Conable.
Mr. Fary with Mr. Erlenborn.

Mr. Downey with Mr. Lee.

Mr. Obey with Mr, Hagedorn.

Mr. Leland with Mr. Jeffords.

Mr. Lowry of Washington with Mr. Ed-
wards of Oklahoma.

Mr. Phillip Burton with Mr. John L.

Burton.

Mr. McHugh with Mr. Hance,
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Santini.

nia.

Mr. Pease with Mr. Swift.

Mr. ASPIN and Mrs. BOUQUARD
changed their votes from “yea” to

“nay.”

Mr. Foglietta with Mr. Dornan of Califor-

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the motion was reject-

ed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 11, I was unaware that we
were on a 5-minute vote. I missed that
vote. Had I been present, I would have
voted in the affirmative.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I was dis-
cussing another legislative matter
when the cluster vote on H.R. 5366
was taken.

I would have voted “yea” in favor of
the flexitime bill.

JAMES A. FARLEY BUILDING

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service be discharged from further
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consideration of the resolution (H.
Res. 368) calling upon the U.S. Postal
Service to designate the General Post
Office Building, New York City, as the
James A. Farley Building, and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the reso-
lution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do so simply
to find out from the gentleman wheth-
er or not this has cleared the minority.
I see no Members from the minority
here on our side.

Mr. GARCIA. If the gentleman will
yield, the answer to the guestion of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is:
Yes, it has been cleared with the mi-
nority.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, and I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 368

Whereas James A. Farley served as Post-
master General of the United States from
March 4, 1933, through August 31, 1940; and

Whereas the United States Post Office
Department under the direction of Postmas-
ter General Farley numbered among its ac-
complishments an operating surplus six of
his seven years as Postmaster General, the
reduction in the workweek for postal em-
ployees from forty-four to forty hours, the
growth of the airmail service by thousands
of miles, the erection of some one thousand
five hundred post offices, and the place-
ment of first-, second-, and third-class post-
masters under the civil service; and

Whereas James A, Farley was a native and
longtime resident of the State of New York;
and

Whereas James A. Farley served the city
of New York as port warden of the Port of
New York and held numerous public and
party offices in the State of New York; and

Whereas James A. Farley served his State
and Nation over a lifetime of eighty-eight
years with the highest distinction as one of
the leading public figures of his time; and

Whereas the life of James A. Farley
should serve as an example for present and
future generations of Americans of the vital
contribution which individual citizens can
make to the life of the Nation through dili-
gent public service; and

Whereas the long and distinguished serv-
ice of James A. Farley should be permanent-
ly memorialized by the United States Postal
Service on behalf of a grateful nation: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives calls upon the United States Postal
Service to designate the General Post Office
Building, New York City, as the “James A,
Farley Building".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Forbp)
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to yield
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my time to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Garcia), who wishes to
handle the bill on the floor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, a few
weeks ago in this Chamber, we gath-
ered to pay tribute to Franklin Delano
Roosevelt on the occasion of the 100th
anniversary of his birth.

It is only fitting that, in this centen-
nial year, we also recognize and me-
moralize the achievements and contri-
butions of one of the giants of the
Roosevelt era—James A. Farley.

Jim Farley was perhaps the most
widely known and visible member of
the Roosevelt Cabinet during the
prewar years. As Postmaster General,
he was a superb manager of the Na-
tion’s vast and complex postal system.
He achieved an operating surplus 6 of
his 7 years as Postmaster General. He
built some 1,500 new post offices and
extended the infant Air Mail Service
by thousands of miles. And most im-
portantly, he brought about tremen-
dous improvements in the working
conditions of postal employees.

But Jim Farley, of course, was more
than just the Postmaster General. He
crisscrossed the Nation during the
darkest days of the Depression making
countless speeches and preaching

FDR's gospel of hope at a time when
despair threatened to tear apart the
very fabric of America.

Jim Farley, I am proud to say, was

also a New Yorker—and what a New
Yorker. He loved the city, and it loved
him. Except for his time of service in
Washington, Jim Farley lived there all
of his adult life, and participated ac-
tively in civic affairs until his death at
the age of 88 in 1976.

Jim Farley was also one of the most
astute politicians of his time—a politi-
cian in the best and purest sense of
the word. He viewed politics as a
means to an end, not an end in itself.
He believed that good politics was nec-
essary to good government, and he
practiced the art as few ever have.
Farley's outlook is best summarized by
one of his most notable statements:
“Politics is the noblest of careers.”

There could be no more fitting trib-
ute to this devoted public servant than
to rename the General Post Office
Building in New York City the James
A. Farley Building. House Resolution
368 calls upon the Postmaster General
to take such an action.

I ask all Members to join in memori-
alizing the life and times of a great
American, Jim Farley.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield to my colleague,
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
FERRARO).

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today as an original cosponsor of the
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resolution to designate the General
Post Office Building in New York City
as the James A. Farley Building.

Jim Farley, a native New Yorker,
served his State and his Nation with
distinction during a life of public serv-
ice. A man of highest personal integri-
ty, Jim Farley serves as an example
for present and future generations of
Americans of the contribution individ-
ual citizens can make to their country
through public service and political ac-
tivity.

He has been described as a power-
house during Franklin D. Roosevelt's
first two terms in office. Indeed, that
same type of energy and dedication
that he and others in FDR's adminis-
tration possessed which helped lead
the country out of the Depression is
well worth recognizing during our cur-
rent economic woes.

Throughout his career, Farley's
style was to emphasize the personal.
He shook thousands of hands, and had
a legendary memory for the names
and faces that went with them. “I like
people,” Farley often said, and boasted
that he had 100,000 friends. Many
people still remember seeing him in
the New York City General Post
Office, shaking hands, trading stories,
and adding to that long list of friends.

James A. Farley compiled an admira-
ble record of accomplishment as Post-
master General for 7 years under
F.D.R. This year of the centennial of
President Roosevelt’s birth is a fitting
time to remember Mr. Farley by put-
ting his name on a building of the in-
stitution he served so well.

I urge that the House approve this
resolution.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to my
colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WEISS).

Mr., WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I very
much appreciate my colleague and dis-
tinguished friend, the gentleman from
New York, for yielding to me, and I
want to commend him and my other
friends from New York, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. FERRARO)
and the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SceuMER) for bringing this reso-
lution and legislation on the floor for
action by the Congress and the House
at this time.

Mr. Farley was, indeed, a giant in
politics and government in his day and
his day really lasted right on into our
day. His reputation, obviously, will
survive for many, many years to come,

The facility which is named in his
honor is located in my district, the
20th Congressional District in New
York, and on behalf of all my constitu-
ents in the 20th Congressional Dis-
trict, I want to express my apprecia-
tion and add to the words of commen-
dation which have been spoken on
behalf of Mr. Farley.
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Mr. .GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume fo my
colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SCHUMER).

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman and the chair-
woman of our subcommittee for spon-
soring this legislation.

Today the United States honors one
of its faithful public servants and loyal
New Yorkers, James A. Farley, whose
political career culminated in his 7-
year tenure as Postmaster General.

Jim Farley began his illustrious po-
litical career as the town clerk of
Stony Point, N.Y., where he combined
dedication and personal charm in
learning the business of politics.
During his service in New York he
held three terms as the Stony Point
town clerk, one term as Rockland
County supervisor, and one term as a
member of the New York State Assem-
bly. In 1930, he was elected chairman
of the New York State Democratic
Committee. Mr. Farley was the cata-
lyst behind Franklin Delano Roose-
velt’s campaigns for Governor of New
York and for President of the United
States. He was appointed Democratic
National Committee chairman by
President Roosevelt in 1932; he went
on to direct Roosevelt's 1936 Presiden-
tial campaign.

In 1933, President Roosevelt ap-
pointed him to be Postmaster General.
Under Mr. Farley's supervision, the
Post. Office ran as a well-oiled ma-
chine. It had an operating surplus
during 6 of his 7 years, the postal em-
ployee’s workweek was reduced from
44 to 40 hours, and some 1,500 new
post offices were erected throughout
the Nation.

Mr. Farley's service was an honor to
New York and to the Nation. The des-
ignation of the General Post Office
Building, New York City, as the James
A. Farley Building is a fitting tribute
to a great American.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, having
no further requests for time, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, the previous question is
ordered on the resolution.

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
to include extraneous material, on the
resolution just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.
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GUAM AIR RESERVE UNIT
DOING FINE JOB

(Mr. WON PAT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr, WON PAT. Mr. Speaker, recent-
ly, the U.S. Air Force established a
new Air Reserve unit known as the
349th Aerial Port Detachment under
the Military Airlift Command. The
unit is headquartered at Andersen Air
Force Base on Guam and although the
unit is only 1 year old, it has been
doing an outstanding job.

This month’s edition of the Air Re-
servist magazine (February 1982) has
an excellent story about the 349th,
and I ask that it be placed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcORD s0 that my col-
leagues may have the opportunity to
know more about this fine unit. I am
pleased that Col. David Palmer, direc-
tor of Air Force affairs of the Reserve
Officers Association of the United
States, called this article to my atten-
tion, because it shows that the people
of Guam are ever ready to do their
part for the defense of this great
Nation.

We on Guam have long placed a pre-
mium on patriotism, a fact reflected in
the high percentage of our people
from Guam who have served with
much honor in the military forces of
the United States. Today, this herit-
age of service to our Nation continues.
Sgt. John San Nicolas of the 349th
perhaps put it best when he told the
writer of the article “to me, serving
my country is part of being a Guama-
nian.” His statement is echoed by his
colleagues and I salute Sergeant San
Nicolas and his fellow members of the
349th for a job well done.

Mr. Speaker, the article from the Air
Reservist is as follows:

IT REALLY IS A GREAT WAY OF LIFE
(By Capt. Todd A. Fruehling)

A few years ago, a lot of people left the
military service. Now, a lot of them are
coming back, even at the far corners of the
globe. When the Military Airlift Command’s
349th Aerial Port Detachment 1 became the
first Air Force Reserve unit on Guam, 38 of
the original 64 recruits were prior-service
noncommissioned officers. Their rediscovery
of military life convinced them and the
other new recruits that the Air Force really
is a great way of life!

Activated on March 21, 1981, most of the
people are now being trained as either air
cargo or air passenger specialists. They
assist the 605th Military Airlift Support
Squadron with heavy weekend cargo traffic
at Andersen AB. All of the prior-service
NCO'’s are glad to be back in uniform.

“To me, serving my country is part of
being Guamanian,” commented Sgt. John
San Nicolas. “I was a supply technician at
the Air Force Academy, before 1 got out in
1971 to join the U.S. Postal Service here on
Guam. I've always really loved the Air
Force, and the responsibility I had working
at the academy’s armory. I almost joined
the Army Reserve unit here, but waited for
the Air Force to start one.”
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John wasn't the only one who “waited for
the Air Force." After several years, the idea
developed momentum in January 1981.
Hoping to find 64 people among Guam's
100,000 residents, recruiters were over-
whelmed by 500 applicants. Many had prior
military service.

SMSgt. Thomas Fernandez, former liaison
from the 605th Military Airlift Support
Squadron for the new Reserve unit, gave pa-
triotism as the primary reason for the high
local response. A life-long resident of Guam,
Sergeant Fernandez knows of when Guam
was an occupied territory for two and a half
years during World War II—the only time
since the Revolutionary War that an Ameri-
can territory had been captured. That
period cultivated a high level of patriotism
which lasted through the Vietnam conflict,
as well.

Sergeant Fernandez commented, “The
people here feel a need to be part of the
service. The new Reserve unit gives them an
opportunity to keep building their future
here through their civilian jobs, and also
serve their country. Recruiting on the main-
land has its ups and downs, but it's always
high on Guam, as you can see by the initial
response.”

Col. John Sullivan commands the Guam
unit as a part of the 349th Military Airlift
Wing (Assoc.), at Travis AFB, Calif. The
unit quickly organized its first unit training
assembly on April 25. This early training op-
portunity to learn a new skill attracted
many people into the new unit, even the re-
turning NCO’s.

A large proportion of the Reservists work
for the Government of Guam, such as the
Postal Service or Department of Education.
Supervisors support everyone's involvement,
and approval for any off-island Reserve
training requirements is no problem. Final
approval for government employee partici-
pation comes from Guam's Governor, Paul
M. Calvo, who commented, “I fully support
all Reserve participation because of the ex-
cellent leadership training it offers. The ex-
perience our young men and women acquire
returns to our island, and benefits everyone
for many years. These contributions are in-
valuable to our island’'s growth.”

That leadership experience has already
been tapped. Prior-service NCO’s have pro-
vided valuable help to recruits new to the
military. These experienced NCO's time
outside the service gave additional motiva-
tion and incentive to the new enlistees.

Sgt. Robert Webb left the Air Force in
May of 1979, and now announces for a local
radio station. He reenlisted in the reserve to
do the same job he had before he got out—a
job he enjoyed. Robert felt that, “In civilian
life, there are a lot of prejudices. One day
you're in, the next day, you're out. In the
military, everybody's equal, and has a
chance, They really don’t hold you back.
Ever since I've been back in the Reserve, it's
been like coming back to an old friend . . .
I've got a chance, again, to do what I'm good
at. It's a great way of life—every bit of it's
true, It was for me, and I might even be
back on active duty someday."”

That idea helps A1C Enrique Torres rap-
idly adjust to the Air Force. He commented,
“It's a great way of life in that it's a lot
more like a civilian life-style. But our motto
of ‘The Air Force Reserve: A Great Way to
Serve' is more appropriate. I've got six years
to serve—and they're going to be great!"”
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THE WORK INCENTIVE
PROGRAM (WIN)

(Mr. YATES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, last
month when the House considered my
bill to provide supplemental funds to
the Labor Department for the State
Job Service agencies, I indicated that
the bill contained no funds for the
work incentive program (WIN). So,
today, I am introducing with 20 co-
sponsors, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. REUSs,
Mr. Cray, Mr. PErRgINs, Mr. Dicks,
Mr. MurPHY, Mr. MorFFeETT, Mr. FOGLI-
ETTA, Mr. FAuNTROY, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
Ropino, Mr. BoLanp, Mr. DE LA (GARZA,
Mr. FrRaNK, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. BARNES,
Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr.
OTTINGER, and Mr. CORRADA, an urgent
supplemental appropriations bill to
provide the Department of Health and
Human Services with $76,842,000 in
fiscal year 1982 funds for this pro-
gram. I believe we must end this no-
win situation. With this appropriation,
the State-operated WIN offices will be
able to continue the jobs search assist-
ance that has been so successful in
finding nonsubsidized, private sector
jobs for AFDC welfare recipients.

The WIN program has been in exist-
ence in most States since 1968. It is
recognized as a practical, humane, and
cost-effective individual effort. The
cost savings associated with this pro-
gram last year were more than double
its total operating costs.

But unless we act, the States are
going to lose most or all of this re-
source. In my own State of Illinois, for
example, 11 WIN offices are about to
be closed and some 300 WIN employ-
ees themselves will be without jobs. In
faet, I have just learned that these
employees have today received their
termination notices and will be with-
out jobs on March 15. With your sup-
port we can keep the WIN program in
place at a time when it is so clearly
necessary. I urge passage of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I append a copy of the
hearings pertaining to the WIN pro-
gram from the 1982 budget hearings
before the Health and Human Serv-
ices-Department of Labor appropria-
tions hearings of the Natcher subcom-
mittee:

WIN EVALUATION INFORMATION

Mr. NaTtcHER. What new information do
you have from evaluations of the WIN pro-

>

Mr. MasTER. A major source of informa-
tion for evaluating WIN program effective-
ness is the WIN computerized management
information system, MIS, which collects in-
formation on program participants, services
provided, employment and grant reduction
outcomes, and program costs.

One of the most important indicators of
WIN performance as derived from the MIS
is the “return on investment” figure which

relates annualized welfare grant reductions
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resulting from the employment of WIN reg-
istrants to total program costs. This figure
has consistently ranged from about 1.5:1.0
to 1.8:1.0 in recent years. That is, program
benefits, as measured by welfare grant re-
ductions for WIN registrants who have
become employed, have been at least one
and one-half times the total program ex-
penditures in each year. In FY 1980, annual-
ized welfare grant reductions were calculat-
ed at $632 million compared to total pro-
gram costs of $372 million.

In addition to welfare grant reductions,
WIN also calculates annualized wages of
WIN registrants who have become em-
ployed in relation to total program costs.
This figure has consistently run more than
4:1. In FY 1980, annualized wages were cal-
culated at $1,953 million compared to total
program costs of $372 million. These earn-
ings represent benefits to the individuals, as
well as generating some tax revenues for the
government.

Furthermore, estimates of public medical
care savings and food stamp savings for
WIN registrants who become employed were
calculated at about $203 million and $131
million, respectively, in FY 1980.

All of these figures indicate that WIN is
returning more in the way of tax savings
and other benefits to society than it is cost-
ing.

A major longitudinal evaluation of the
WIN program carried out by an independ-
ent contractor tends to support this picture
of WIN as a cost-beneficial program. The
study followed-up a cohort of 1974-75 WIN
participants through 1979. It established
that particularly for women, who comprise
the great majority of WIN registrants, the
program has overall positive effects. In addi-
tion, the WIN work and training compo-
nents—institutional training, on-the-job
training, work experience, and publie service
employment—showed quite significant posi-
tive effects, as measured by increases in esti-
mated life-time earnings and benefit-cost
ratios. While the job search component, as
it was operated in 1974-75, was not found to
be cost-effective, since that time, WIN has
instituted a much more structured and in-
tensified job search component, including
the very successful group job seeking ap-
proach. Subsequent studies have shown this
approach to be about twice as effective in
placing registrants in jobs as the earlier ap-
proach.

WIN PARTICIPANTS OFF WELFARE ROLLS

Mr. NaTcHER. What data do you have that
shows WIN is successful in keeping partici-
pants off the welfare rolls for more than
two years?

Mr. MasTeER. We have no data on this issue
for a two-year period. However, of the WIN
registrants who enter unsubsidized employ-
ment, approximately half earn enough to be
removed from AFDC welfare rolls. The rest
have their welfare grants reduced, but not
eliminated. A special study of job retention
over a one year period shows that of all
WIN registrants entering employment,
about 55 percent still retained that job after
12 months. In addition, of those who were
no longer found to be employed, while most
returned to the welfare rolls, a significant
proportion, about 20 percent, did not.

WIN EMPLOYMENT STATUS FOLLOWUP

Mr. NaTcHER. What system do you use for
following up the employment status of
former WIN participants?

Mr. MasTteEr. WIN contacts an individual
30 days after he or she enters employment,

not only to see whether the person is still
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employed, but also to determine whether
any additional service is needed. In FY 1980,
the employment retention rate, as deter-
mined by this followup, was found to be 86
percent.

This past year a special study was com-
pleted which determined the retention rate
at longer intervals. At 3 months the compa-
rable rate was 67 percent, at 6 months 60
percent, and at 13 months 55 percent.

WIN PARTICIPATION REFUSAL

Mr. NaTcHER. What action can be taken
against welfare recipients who refuse jobs or
training?

Mr. MasTER. The Social Security Act in
Section 402(a)(19)(A) provided that as a
condition of eligibility for a welfare grant
an individual who is not in one of the
exempt categories must register with WIN
for employment and training. The Act and
the WIN regulations further provide that a
mandatory WIN registrant who, without
good cause, fails or refuses to accept em-
ployment or training must be deregistered
from WIN with the resulting loss of eligibil-
ity for the welfare grant. The State welfare
agency then must be notified to remove the
individual's portion from the family grant.

During FY 1980, 14,401 individuals were
deregistered, i.e., sanctioned, for having
failed or refused to participate in WIN with-
out good cause.

WAITING TO PARTICIPATE IN WIN

Mr. NATCHER. Are there waiting lists of
people who want to participate in the WIN
program? (If so, how many are waiting?)

Mr. MasTter. Because of limited funding
WIN is able to serve only a portion of its
registrants. At any one time, about half of
WIN registrants are in unassigned recipient
status. These include registrants awaiting
the beginning of program activity, those be-
tween component assignments, and those
for whom no immediate program activity
other than job referral is planned. In Sep-
tember 1980, 798,000 of 1,567,000 registrants
on hand were in unassigned recipient status.

WIN FEMALE PARTICIPANTS

Mr. NATCHER. Are most WIN participants
female?

Mr. MasTeEr. Yes. In FY 1980, approxi-
mately three-fourths of WIN registrants
were female.

FEMALE PARTICIPATION IN WIN HIGH

Mr. NarcHER. What is the reason for the
high percentage of female participants?

Mr. MasTER. Only persons who are appli-
cants for, or recipients of, AFDC may regis-
ter in WIN, and the majority of such per-
sons are female. This is true even in States
which provide AFDC payments for unem-
ployed fathers. Less than half of the States
now provide payments for unemployed fa-
thers.

Most WIN registrants are required by law
to register for WIN, as a condition of eligi-
bility for AFDC. However, in addition to
these mandatory registrants, many females
register voluntarily hoping to receive serv-
ices leading to employment.

WIN MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
Mr. NarcHer. How much of the WIN
budget is used to finance its management
information computer system?

Mr. MasTeErR. WIN budgets about $300,000
of the Federal Program Direction and Eval-

uation activity for the computer system.
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A WAY OUT OF THE NATION'S
ECONOMIC TRAP: VIEWS OF
TWO LEADING ECONOMISTS

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to call the attention of our
colleagues to two stimulating newspa-
per articles dealing with the mess the
country finds itself in as a result of
the ill-advised actions taken last year
in adopting the President's budget and
tax programs.

One article, by Robert J. Gordon,
appeared in the Washington Post for
Sunday, February 28. The writer, a
professor of economics at Northwest-
ern University, sketches out what
might now be the state of the econo-
my if a different approach, one based
on objective economic analysis instead
of a rigid ideology, had been adopted
last year.

One need not agree, and I do not
agree, with all of Professor Gordon’s
specific suggestions to recognize the
cogency of his overall appraisal and
the soundness of some of his specifics.
The latter include, especially: Gradual
reform of taxes, emphasizing produc-
tivity and saving incentives; more Fed-
eral support for education, especially
technical and vocational education;
and improving defense preparedness
at lower cost by eliminating wasteful
practices and unnecessary weapons
like the B-1 bomber.

His commentary on the administra-
tion’s economic programs he himself
aptly summarizes as follows:

Reaganomics seems stunningly misdirect-
ed in almost every aspect, from its caveman
monetary policy, to its gold-plated defense
budget, to its disregard for the long-run
payoffs of training and education. We still
await the new broom of a politican, who will
sweep away the liberal and conservative
dogmas of the past, as well as the damage
inflicted in 1981-82.

The other article, by Walter W.
Heller, containing some practical rec-
ommendations for action this year, ap-
peared in the Wall Street Journal of
February 25. Professor Heller, former
Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers under Presidents Kennedy
and Johnson and now a professor of
economics at the University of Minne-
sota, is generally credited with the
successful tax and budget policies that
led to the rapid economic growth, low
inflation, and low unemployment rates
of the early 1960’s.

Citing projections showing that the
deficit trap is far greater than the
Reagan budget would have us believe,
Mr. Heller states:

Reaganomics is caught in a no-win trap:
While denying any rift with the Fed, Mr.
Reagan won't give an inch on the rapid mili-
tary buildup and gigantic tax cuts that will
put deficits into a triple-digit orbit for years
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to come. But unless these menacing deficits
are brought within bounds, Mr. Volcker
won't give an inch on a super-tight money
policy that will prolong recession, stunt
growth and abort recovery. Yet there is
simply no way within the bounds of political
tolerance, or human decency, to cut the
1983-86 deficits down to size via further as-
sults on social programs.

The truly sad thing about Mr. Reagan's
budget stand—his stonewalling that mas-
querades as steadfastness—is that a strategi-
cally plausible, economically positive and
politically palatable alternative lies within
his reach.

Professor Heller then proceeds to
outline the steps he believes the Presi-
dent should take, as follows:

Announce that he recognizes that
his tax, budget, and defense programs
are trying to do too much too soon;

Convene a summit “economic disar-
mament conference” among the White
House, Congress, and the Fed to
hammer out an agreed agenda to end
the recession, promote sustained
growth and curb inflation.

The centerpiece of the accord would
consist of two parts:

First, agreement by the White
House to slow the tax cuts and the de-
fense buildup for 1983 and beyond
while continuing to make carefully
targeted cuts in nondefense spend-
ing—Heller would, however, accelerate
the 1982 tax cuts; and

Second, a firm bargain with the Fed
under which the Fed, in exchange for
the deficit cutbacks it has been de-
manding, would agree to accommodate
expansion by lowering real interest
rates.

A Presidential appeal to big business
and big labor to moderate their wage
and price behavior in exchange for the

improved job and profit opportunities -

generated by lower interest rates and
more rapid expansion.

I agree with Professor Heller that it
is hard to see anything but winners
from such a program. As a Democrat
who puts the country above the party,
as I believe most of us do, I would re-
joice if such action were taken by the
President toward reversing the vicious
cycle of recession, unemployment, and
inflation we find ourselves in. Howev-
er, if he declines to provide such lead-
ership, then it must come from Con-
gress itself. Clearly the time is at hand
to put aside ideology and partisanship
and pull together for the sake of our
country.

The full text of the two articles fol-
lows these remarks:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 25,

1982]
A Way OuT oF THE NATION'S EcONOMIC TRAP
(By Walter W. Heller)

Reaganomics is caught in a no-win trap:
While denying any rift with the Fed, Mr.
Reagan won't give an inch on the rapid mili-
tary buildup and gigantic tax cuts that will
put deficits into a triple-digit orbit for years
to come. But unless these menacing deficits
are brought within bounds, Mr. Volcker
won't give an inch on a super-tight money
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policy that will prolong recession, stunt
growth and abort recovery. Yet there is
simply no way within the bounds of political
tolerance, or human decency, to cut the
1983-86 deficits down to size via further as-
saults on social programs.

To see just how unyielding a trap we're
caught in, one must appraise the true size of
the deficit problem that Mr. Reagan and
Congress have to surmount to head Mr.
Volcker off at the gap. The basic raw mate-
rials for drawing up a "‘best bet” deficit pro-
file are the two official budgets just issued:

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
“baseline budget,” which projects receipts
and outlays under existing policies, that is,
before any further spending cuts or tax in-
creases.

The Reagan budget, which proposes sharp
civilian budget cuts and modest tax in-
creases and projects markedly lower interest
costs and a faster defense buildup than the
CBO budget.

The accompanying table gives a bird's-eye
view of the two budgets and then offers a
“modified Reagan budget" constructed on
the following “best bet assumptions:

THE 1982-85 BUDGET OUTLOOK
[in bibion doltars|

Fiscal years-

1982 1983 1984 1985
Congressional Budget Office
Receipts 631 652 701 763
Qutlays..... ! J40. B09 883 97i
Delial ~108 —157 —188 —208
President Reagan
Receipts ...............o 621 666 123 197
Outiays i 725, 158 806 369
Deficit ... ot 9% -9 83 -n
Modified Reagan budge!
Receipts 68 0 m
Outlays ] 794 867 954
Deficit ... 136 157 - 182

" Modified Reagan budgel at high employment

(6 percent unempioyment )
Receipts 00 743 802
Outiays.. WAl 783 B39 946
Deficit -81 —116 -

Ratio high-employment deficit to GNP
percent ... ... LI SR’ 33
Actual civilian budget cuts and tax boosts

will be about half of the amounts projected

by the President.

Defense spending will grow at the Reagan
pace, reaching $292 billion a year by 1985
rather than the CBO projection of $263 bil-
lion. Congress will make some defense cuts,
but they will be offset by price and cost in-
creases exceeding the Pentagon's usual opti-
mistic estimates.

Interest costs will be sharply above the
Reagan estimates because deficits will be
higher and interest rates, as CBO projects,
will also be higher.

Under this modified Reagan scenario
(which incorporates the optimistic Reagan
projection that recession will soon be over
and growth will then be sustained at about
a 5% rate), the actual deficits would weigh
in at $105 billion this year and rise to $182
billion by 1985.

Even if we shift to a steady ‘“high employ-
ment'’ basis in order to eliminate the impact
of economic fluctuations on the budget (and
thereby to isolate and identify changes in
fiscal policy), we find the deficit rising from
$37 billion this year to $144 billion in 1985.
The deficit at high employment would
triple from 1.1% of GNP this year to 3.3% in
1985, reflecting the highly expansionary
fiscal policy that is so troubling to the Fed.
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These projected deficits are bad enough.
But they are by no means a ‘‘worst case' es-
timate. They don’t, for example, include off-
budget borrowing that the White House op-
timistically forecasts at $60 billion for the
next four years, when it is more likely to be
$80 billion. And if real GNP were to grow at
only 3% in 1983-84 instead of 5%, the defi-
cits would rise a further $40 billion to $50
billion a year. Small wonder that the finan-
cial markets are assessing the deficit out-
look between grim and grisly, and the out-
look for interest rates between discouraging
and devastating.

The budget trap, then, is far deeper than
the Reagan budget would have us believe.
And as the economic battle lines are now
drawn, the prospects for escape are bleak.
One could imagine Congress finding ways to
cut non-defense spending by about $25 bil-
lion to $30 billion a year by 1984 and patch-
ing together tax hikes of another $25 billion
to $30 billion by then. But that would still
leave the modified Reagan budget $100 bil-
lion in deficit (or $60 billion at high employ-
ment).

That effort, while requiring great political
will, would simply not provide a sufficient
basis for detente with the Federal Reserve.
Granted, in an economy wracked by three
years of stagnation and recession. The Fed
could on its own relent and seek to reduce
the record-high real interest rates (long-
term rates less prospective inflation rates).
But Mr. Volcker has just thrown down the
gauntlet again: Without sharp cuts in defi-
cits, don't look for sharp cuts in interest
rates.

The truly sad thing about Mr. Reagan's
budget stance—his stonewalling that mas-
querades as steadfastness—is that a strategi-
cally plausible, economically positive and
politically palatable alternative lies within
his reach.

A Reagan initiative to lead us out of our
economic trap would have the following
main elements:

Announce that while he holds to his long-
term goals, he recognizes that his tax,
budget and defense programs are trying to
do too much too soon; that the budgetary
and monetary strains, the economic disrup-
tions and the human costs are proving to be
too great.

Convene a summit “economic disarma-
ment conference” among the three co-ordi-
nate branches of economic government—the
White House, Congress and the Fed—to
hammer out an agreed agenda to end the re-
cession, promote sustained growth and curb
inflation. (Under our separation of powers.
it has to be an informal accord, not a con-
tract signed in blood.)

The centerpiece of the accord would con-
sist of two parts. The first would be a pledge
by the White House to slow the tax cuts and
the defense buildup for 1983 and beyond
while continuing to make carefully targeted
cuts in non-defense spending. Putting the
final stage of the personal income tax cuts
and indexing on “hold” would by itself cut
the deficit by $60 billion to $70 billion by
1985.

Second, strike a firm bargain with the Fed
(the 1951 accord provides a notable prece-
dent) under which the Fed, in exchange for
the deficit cutbacks it has been demanding,
would agree to accommodate expansion by
raising its monetary sights and lowering real
interest rates. Such an accord would recog-
nize the true lesson of the 1964 tax cut,
namely, that tax cuts consistent with
shrinking deficits can be accommodated
rather than vetoed by Fed policy.
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Having removed the monetary barrier to a
climb-out from the rut of recession and
stagnation, take a futher step to speed the
day of recovery: speed the 1982 personal tax
cuts—to Jan. 1 if technically feasible, other-
wise to April 1. This would temporarily
boost the deficit in a soft economy that can
stand it, while paying off handsomely in
speedier shrinkage of deficits as the econo-
my expands.

Reinforce the improving inflation out-
look—and we may well be on the threshold
of a lower plateau of inflation—by a presi-
dential appeal to big business and big labor
to moderate their wage and price behavior
in exchange for the improved job and profit
opportunities generated by lower interest
rates and more rapid expansion. Such an
appeal would go against Mr, Reagan's grain.
But perhaps he could undertake it in the
name of the voluntarism in the private
sector that he has so strongly urged.

It is hard to see anything but winners
from such an economic disarmament agree-
ment:

The President would emerge as an eco-
nomic statesman willing to change course to
get and keep the economy moving again.

Volcker the villian would become Volcker
the valiant.

Incumbent Congressman could claim their
share of the credit for the brighter econom-
ic skies generated by quicker tax cuts and
lower interest rates and for bringing the gi-
gantic future deficits under control.

Wall Street would rejoice in the lower
deficits and interest rates, while Main
Street would be relieved of the heavy yoke
of intolerably high interest rates that
threaten bankruptcies of financial institu-
tions and small businesses in particular.

The business community in general, eager
to capitalize on the accelerated depreciation
bonanza in the 1981 tax act, would find its
generous tax incentives, hitherto stifled by
sky-high interest rates and weak markets,
newly buttressed by falling real interest
rates and strengthening markets.

MIGHT LIKE THE TRADE-OFF

Even the intended beneficiaries of the
third-stage tax cut and indexing might like
the trade-off facing them: In exchange for
forgoing their tax benefits for a time, they
would welcome the lower deficits, lower in-
terest rates, rising stock and bond prices and
higher income and investment that would
grow out of Mr. Reagan's change of course.

Who might lose? If it were seen as a
Reagan triumph rather than a response to
Democratic initiatives, the reinvigoration of
the economy might forestall the resurgence
of the Democrats at the polls next Novem-
ber. But that's a risk that a truly loyal op-
position has to take.

Mr. Reagan will have to recognize that by
breaking the economic stalemate in this
manner he can set the economy on a path
of sustained expansion without reigniting
the fires of inflation. There will be more for
everyone. And if critics challenge Mr.
Reagan for changing his course, he could
parry their thrust with Winston Churchill’s
words: "I neither withdraw nor apologize for
anything that I have said at any time, be-
lieving as I do that anything which I may
have said at any time was perfectly justified
by the special circumstances of that time
and by the amount of information I may
have had in my possession.”
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[From the Washington Post, Feb. 28, 1982]
THE EconoMy: WHAT Ir WE Hap DonEe IT
RIGHT?

SWEEP AWAY THE DOGMA—AND THE DAMAGE
(By Robert J. Gordon)

As usual each winter, journalists have fo-
cused myopically on the current debate
about whether to push the buget a few
inches to the left or right. To gain a fresh
perspective and think in feet, not inches, let
us rewind history to Jan. 20, 1981, and pre-
tend that economic progress had never been
sidetracked by Reaganomics. Our story
takes the form of a set of policies instituted
by an imaginary, newly elected party called
“The Center."

As 1981 began, all Center Party officials
agreed that the nation’s two basic economic
problems were excessive inflation and the
disappearance of productivity growth. Also
high on the agenda were the perennial
problems of poverty and economic inequal-
ity. Two key decisions formed the heart of
the new administration's program. First, the
conquest of inflation had to take a back seat
to raising productivity. Second, progress on
productivity required abandonment of dec-
ades of liberal and conservative dogma;
human capabilities and skills had to be de-
veloped without any further increase of the
share of government spending in national
income.

Ending inflation appeared to require
either wage and price controls, or the tradi-
tional “brute force” method of tight money,
layoffs and bankruptcies. But either of
these solutions would have run into the
same institutional roadblock: the unique
American system of three-year union wage
contracts having staggered expiration dates.
If the United States had shared the Japa-
nese system of one-year contracts expiring
simultaneously each spring, then the new
Center administration could have slowed
the growth of wages, prices and the money
supply simultaneously in the spring of 1981
when those contracts expired.

Because of the U.S. contract system, how-
ever, wage controls would be unfair and un-
workable, while tight money would not in-
stantly end inflation. Instead, each union
would try to emulate the wage increases ne-
gotiated in still-effective 1979-80 contracts
that they knew would continue to push up
the cost of living in 1981-82. Thus, tight
money would duplicate the Thatcher sce-
nario in the United Kingdom—falling pro-
duction and rising unemployment, with
slower inflation coming slowly and painful-
1y.

The Center administration rejected the
high-unemployment solution to inflation. A
tactic better suited to cavemen, it would
have amounted to little more than the Fed-
eral Reserve’s hitting the labor unions over
the head with a club. The resulting blood
bath would have been no ordinary recession,
but a half-decade-long slump costing $1,000
billion, or $10,000 per family, in lost income
and production. Even worse, the high-em-
ployment tight-money tactic would have de-
railed the more pressing task of resuscitat-
ing productivity growth. Faster growth re-
quired each worker to be provided with
more modern equipment, and it was no less
important to make workers better able to
read, to program computers and otherwise
qualify for skilled job slots. The caveman
approach would erode the incentive to
invest by cutting factory utilization and
raising real interest rates, while making
business firms unwilling and unable to pro-
vide manpower training.
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The revival of productivity growth re-
quired a higher share of gross national
product going to investment in plants, ma-
chines and people, and a smaller share going
to consumption. To encourage saving, the
Center administration introduced a five-
yvear tax reform package that ended the tax-
ation of saving by steadily lifting the legal
limits on Keogh and IRA deductions, thus
in effect shifting to a progressive consump-
tion tax. At the same time, tax rules were
rewritten to allow borrowers to deduct only
“real” inflation-adjusted interest payments.

Administration officials were disturbed
that the Japanese, with half our population,
were training 50 percent more electrical en-
gineers, that U.S. schools were starved for
teachers of computer science, and that SAT
scores had been falling for almost two dec-
ades. To foster human investment without
raising the share of government spending in
GNP, the federal budget was redirected
away from enforcing environmental regula-
tions that hindered productivity and from
multi-billion dollar synthetic fuel projects
that had little social payoff. To expand en-
gineering and computer science training, bo-
nuses were provided for teachers in these
shortage areas. To stimulate vocational
training, student loan programs were liber-
alized, but extra budgetary cost avoided by
charging market interest rates and requir-
ing borrowers to repay loans through IRS-
enforced payroll deductions from future
earnings. Reading skills in elementary and
secondary schools were fostered by provid-
ing bribes for states to reorient curricula
toward the “3 Rs."” Ghetto youths were en-
couraged to stay in school by generous fed-
eral allotments of personal computers for
inner-city classrooms. Ghetto jobs were en-
couraged by avoiding recessions, by elimina-
tion of the minimum wage and by a national
identity card system to control competition
for jobs by illegal aliens.

Also disturbing was growing evidence that
a Japanese management takeover seemed to
be the best way to boost an American facto-
ry's productivity, making officials doubt the
superiority of U.S. business executives and
graduate business education. As officials de-
veloped new corporate tax rules, they de-
signed special breaks for firms that intro-
duced profit-sharing bonus payments, great-
er in-plant worker-manager equality, and
other hallmarks of Japanese industrial rela-
tions.

The administration saw through the
media hysteria about inflation; the public
was less bothered by inflation itself than by
(1) the squeeze on real earnings imposed by
the 1974 and 1979 oil price hikes, and by (2)
the costs that inflation needlessly imposed
through tax rules that soaked savers and re-
warded borrowers. To cope with 1), a heavy
tax was levied on oil imports to raise U.S.
gasoline prices toward European levels, thus
reducing ofl demand and putting downward
pressure on the OPEC oil price. The pro-
ceeds of the oll Import tax were used to
bribe the states to reduce their retail sales
tax rates, thus minimizing its inflationary
impact. To cope with 2), the tax reforms de-
signed to encourage saving, including the
shift to a progressive consumption tax, and
the reform of interest deductions, had the
side benefit of reducing the costs of infla-
tion.

The tax reform and training subsidies
were accomplished without a budget deficit,
an apparent miracle that was achieved not
just by avoiding a tight-money recession,
but also through reform of Social Security
financing that gradually increased the eligi-
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bility age from 65 to 68. Cost-of-living ad-
justments in Social Security benefits were
omitted for one year to offset the mismeas-
urement of inflation by the consumer price
index between 1977 and 1981. Defense pre-
paredness was improved without a massive
spending increase by the new administra-
tion's refusal to fund the Bl bomber, MX
missile and other strategic programs of du-
bious value, and by a vigorous campaign
against damn-the-cost weapons procure-
ment.

Overall, the share of government spend-
ing in GNP was held constant, while tax
rates were set to yield a surplus at a 6 per-
cent unemployment rate. The Federal Re-
serve was instructed to keep the unemploy-
ment rate from rising above 7 percent, but
to prevent it from falling into the “danger
zone" below 6 percent, to avoid the accelera-
tion of inflation that had occurred in 1964-
69, 1972-73 and 1978-7T9. An unemployment
rate below 6 percent could not be achieved
by monetary expansion, but had to wait for
the long-run payoff of training and educa-
tion programs aimed at reducing the peren-
nial mismatch between job requirements
and the capabilities of unemployment indi-
viduals.

Compared with the Center Party's pro-
gram, Reaganomics seems stunningly misdi-
rected in almost every aspect, from its cave-
man monetary policy, to its gold-plated de-
fense budget, to its disregard for the long-
run payoffs of training and education. We
still await the new broom of a politician
who will sweep away the liberal and con-
servative dogmas of the past, as well as the
damage inflicted in 1981-82.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following com-
munication from the Clerk of the
House of Representatives:

MArcH 1, 1982,
Hon. THoMAs P. O'NEmLy, Jr.,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
ington, D.C.

Dear MR. Sreager: This is to notify you
pursuant to the provisions of Rule L (50)
that I have received a subpoena in George
H. Benford v. American Broadcasting Com-
panies, Inc., et al., calling for the production
of certain documents in my possession. This
subpoena relates to a cause of action involv-
ing employees of the Select Committee on

Wash-

2.
Sincerely,
EpMUND L. HENSHAW, JT.,
Clerk, House of Representalives.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following com-
munication from the Clerk of the
House of Representatives:

WasHinGTON, D.C., March 1, 1982.
Hon. THoMAs P. O’NerLL, Jr.,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear MR. SpEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in the Rules of the House
of Representatives, I have the honor to
transmit a sealed envelope from The White
House, received in the Clerk’s Office at 4:35
p.m. on Monday, March 1, 1982 and said to
contain a message from the President
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whereby he transmits a Special Message on
Small Business together with the First
Annual Report on Small Business.
With kind regards, I am,
Sincerely,
EpMuND L. HENSHAW, JT.,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

REPORT ON SMALL BUSINESS—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States; which was read, and together
with the accompanying papers, with-
out objection, referred to the Commit-
tee on Small Business.

(For message, see proceedings of the
Senate of yesterday, March 1, 1982.)
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FOURTEENTH ANNUAL REPORT
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION — MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, with-
out objection, referred to the Commit-
tees on Energy and Commerce, Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, and
Public Works and Transportation:

(For message, see proceedings of the
Senate of today, March 2, 1982.)

TAX JUSTICE FOR FISHERMEN

(Mr. PANETTA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
maitter.)

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing legislation to ease a
situation that has created a tremen-
dous burden for commercial fishermen
in California and in other areas of the
country.

Because of a provision in the 1976
Tax Reform Act, fishermen working
on a boat with fewer than 10 members
in the crew are considered to be self-
employed for Federal tax purposes, if
they are paid by receiving a share of
the boat's catch of fish or other forms
of aquatic animal life.

I have been informed that this provi-
sion was originally designed for the
benefit of a small number of fisher-
men in certain areas of the country
who apparently favored such a revi-
sion of the previous law. However, this
provision has proven to be very unfa-
vorable to the commercial fishermen
in my area and throughout the State
of California for several reasons.

Under the 1976 act, only those fish-
ermen who work on boats with crews
of 10 or fewer men must pay self-em-
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ployment taxes on a quarterly basis
and large income taxes at the end of
the year, since no taxes are withheld
from their checks. This arrangement
is not only unfair to this group of fish-
ermen, but it actually works as an in-
centive for a boatowner to lower the
number of crewmembers he employs
in order to avoid contributing to social
security and processing withholding
taxes. In addition, this situation often
results in treating the same fishermen
in two different ways, depending on
whether he works on a boat with
fewer or more than 10 members.

The legislation I am introducing
today amends the language in the Tax
Reform Act of 1976 to make it apply
only to boats with fewer than six crew-
members. This change removes most
boats with reasonably sized crews from
coverage, thus returning to the fisher-
men their status as employees, a
status they have traditionally held.
My bill is flexible, though, in that it
permits very small crews to maintain
their status as self-employed individ-
uals for tax purposes.

It is clear to me that this provision
of the Tax Reform Act of 1976 has
created unnecessary confusion and
unfair treatment of fishermen. I cer-
tainly hope that the House will agree
and will move to end this injustice.

Mr. Speaker, I include the text of
my bill at this point in the REcORD:

H.R. 5677

A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to treat as employees, for purposes
of withholding and social security taxes,
certain fishermen who comprise the oper-
ating crew of a boat if the operating crew
normally consists of more than 5 individ-
uals

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
paragraph (20) of section 3121(b) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 (defining em-
ployment for purposes of the Feederal Insur-
ance Contributions Act) is amended by
striking out “fewer than 10 individuals” and
inserting in lieu thereof “fewer than 6 indi-
viduals”.

(b) Paragraph (20) of section 210(a) of the
Social Security Act (defining employment)
is amended by striking out “fewer than 10
individuals” and inserting in lieu thereof
“fewer than 6 individuals”.

(c) The amendments made by subsections
(a) and (b) shall apply to services performed
after December 31, 1981.

WORLD DAY OF PROTEST FOR
IDA NUDEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LENT) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
to include extraneous material, on the
subject of this special order.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I requested
today’s special order on behalf of a
most remarkable, most courageous
woman, the only Jewish woman now
held as a Prisoner of Conscience in the
Soviet Union, Ida Nudel. This special
order is being held as part of a world-
wide day of protest in support of her
efforts to realize her greatest dream:
Freedom in Israel.

It is tremendously gratifying to see
so many of my colleagues sharing in
this special order. I deeply appreciate
the cooperation of my colleagues.
Your support will be effective. The re-
marks of every Member participating
today will be sent to Soviet President
Leonid Brezhnev, and to his chief rep-
resentative in the United States, Am-
bassador Antoly F. Dobrynin.

Mr. Speaker, in the long struggle for
human rights, the epic story of Ida
Nudel stands out like a lighthouse
beam in the dark of night. Almost 11
years ago, Ida Nudel, an economist
and a resident of Moscow, applied for
an emigration visa to go to Israel. Her
husband and sister were permitted to
leave, but not Ida. As has been the
case with thousands of Soviet Jews,
the officialdom of the Soviet Union re-
fused her request. They claimed that
Ida Nudel possessed ‘“‘state secrets”
and could not be permitted to leave.

What a travesty! Her work actually
dealt with maintaining hygienic stand-
ards in food stores and control of in-
fection in foods. Ida herself has de-
clared: “The biggest secret I had was
in knowing where the mice built their
nests."”

For 7 long years, separated from her
family, Ida Nudel continued her ef-
forts to get her visa. Even more, she
began to help and care for other
Soviet Jews in similar circumstances,
and particularly came to the aid of
those who had been imprisoned for
their efforts to win freedom. The
beneficiaries of her ministrations
began to call her “Guardian Angel.”
While her efforts won her the acclaim
of the other refuseniks, they also re-
sulted in increasing harassment and
interrogations by the Soviet authori-
ties. This persecution reached its
climax on June 1, 1978, when she was
arrested on a charge of ‘“malicious
hooliganism.” Ostensibly her crime
was to hang a banner outside her
apartment that read: “KGB Give Me
My Visa!"” But actually, as she told the
court, she was standing trial for her
work over the past 7 years. She was
sentenced to 4 years in exile in a bleak
village in the remote wastelands of Si-
beria.

As she was sentenced she told the
court:

The past 7 years of my life for which I sit
in the dock today were the most difficult
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and yet at the same time the happiest years
of my life. During the past 7 years 1 have
learned to walk proudly with my head held
high as a human being and as a Jewish
woman.

Throughout her years of lonely
exile, Ida Nudel has kept that same in-
domitable spirit, that same indefatiga-
ble belief in the future. After her im-
prisonment, I adopted Ida Nudel as my
Fourth Congressional District's Pri-
sioner of Conscience, writing her every
week to report on my efforts to win
her freedom. One memorable day, I re-
ceived a reply from Ida Nudel. In a
posteard written from the small village
where she is confined, Ida thanked me
for my efforts and declared stoutly:
“Don’t give up, be stubborn and you
will succeed.” What great courage ex-
pressed by this woman!

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would
like to yield to an outstanding col-
league from the State of New York, a
member of the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs, Congressman GILMAN.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to take this op-
portunity to join my colleagues in this
World Day of Protest on behalf of Ida
Nudel and commend the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LEnT) for taking
the time in this special order to devote
attention to this important issue.

Ida Nudel has been called the
“Guardian Angel” for her selfless
work to aid Soviet Prisoners of Con-
science like herself. Since she was sen-
tenced, in 1978, to serve a 4-year sen-
tence in exile in Siberia, Ida Nudel has
received wide support from people
throughout the United States. Along
with many of my colleagues in the
Congress, I have pleaded for Ida's re-
lease. Her imprisonment has been con-
demned by the United States as a
severe violation of the Helsinki ac-
cords, in which the Soviet Union vol-
untarily promised to allow its citizens
the exercise of their basic human
rights.

Ida Nudel will be 51 years old in
April. She is not only the sole Jewish
woman prisoner, but also one of the
three oldest Soviet Jews who are cur-
rently serving sentences.

Mr. Speaker, how much longer must
Ida’s endurance be tested? Her health
is poor, and yet no action has been
taken to improve conditions for her.

Ida Nudel was arrested in 1978 and
sentenced on charges of ‘‘malicious
hooliganism.” If the attempt to exer-
cise one's own basic human rights can
be defined as such, then, certainly, we
are all hooligans. Ida Nudel has been
punished for maintaining principles to
which we are all committed. And we
must continue to fight for those prin-
ciples, for Ida and for all Prisoners of
Conscience throughout the world.

Ida Nudel is due to be released on
the 20th of this month, nearly 11
years since she first petitioned the
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Soviet Union for an exit visa. Once
again, I join my colleagues in urging
the Soviet Union to allow Ida to final-
ly embark upon her chosen destiny,
Israel.

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from New Jersey.

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding. I
think there is little more to say when
we hear of such suffering and such
courage. I would like to associate
myself with the remarks of the gentle-
man in the well.

I thank my colleague for giving me
this time.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Gimuman) for his remarks and
commend him for the dynamic leader-
ship that he has demonstrated over
the yvears in the great fight for Soviet
Jewry.

As the gentleman has indicated,
today, freedom is closer than ever for
Ida Nudel. It is anticipated that she
will be released from exile later this
month. We must make certain that
she is also given that visa to Israel
that she has sought for nearly 11
years. The Union of Council for Soviet
Jews, working with Israel's President
Navon, has organized an international
protest today. That is why we are here
in this Chamber today, Mr. Speaker.
Our words here will be sent to the
Kremlin to join those coming from all
over the world. Our demand is simple
and just. Give Ida Nudel her freedom
in Israel!

Free Ida Nudel now!

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LENT. I will be happy to yield
to my colleague from New York.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I first
want to commend the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LenTt) for arranging
this special order. In Congress and
across the Nation, he is highly regard-
ed for his commitment to the rights of
Soviet Jews.

The plight of Ida Nudel, “Guardian
Angel” of the Soviet Prisoners of Con-
science, concerns all Americans and ev-
eryone around the globe who cares
about human rights. The harsh treat-
ment that she has endured reminds all
of us that the Soviet Union continues
to deny basic rights to Soviet Jews.

Ida Nudel, the only Jewish woman
being held as a prisoner of conscience
in the Soviet Union, first attempted to
emigrate in 1971. After her request
was denied, she began her heroic ef-
forts to support Soviet Jews who had
been jailed for their beliefs. For the
next 7 years, she was harassed, inter-
rogated and falsely branded as a crimi-
nal. Finally, she was arrested for
hanging a banner outside her Moscow
home that said, “"KGB, Give Me My
Visa.” They arrested her for ‘‘mali-
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cious hooliganism" and sentenced her
to Siberia where she has been con-
fined to a small village for the past 4
years.

The whole world knows of the strug-
gles of Soviet Jewry and the denial of
their rights to practice their faith or
to emigrate to a land where they can
do so in freedom. Only since 1969 have
Jews been able, though with extreme
difficulty, to emigrate from the Soviet
Union. In the past couple years, how-
ever, the emigration of Jews has
slowed considerably. The data for 1981
reveal a 90 percent decline from the
peak emigration year of 1979 when
more than 51,000 left the country.

As the door to emigration swings
shut, life grows even worse for the
Jews remaining in the country. In
recent months, Soviet refusenik com-
munities have been abused in several
major Soviet cities. Jews who wish to
study Hebrew, celebrate their holidays
or attend Jewish events have had their
homes invaded and their possessions
confiscated. Their educational and em-
ployment opportunities have been se-
verely restricted. Antisemitic propa-
ganda remains pervasive in the Soviet
media and is part of a compulsory in-
doctrination program for new army re-
cruits.

On this World Day of Protest on
behalf of Ida Nudel, we must let our
voices be heard in strong support of
human rights everywhere and specifi-
cally for Jews in the Soviet Union.
The courage and spirit of Ida Nudel
are an inspiration to all, reminding us
that we must not rest in our protests.
We must remind the Soviet Union
that we will continue to speak out as
long as Ida Nudel and others like her
are being denied their basic human
rights.

O 1600

Again I want to express my apprecia-
tion to my distinguished friend from
New York (Mr. LEnTt) for calling for
this special order and for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. LENT. I want to reciprocate and
thank my colleague from New York
for his sponsorship and for his contri-
bution today.
® Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
join my colleagues in expressing soli-
darity with concerned individuals
throughout the world who are today
observing a Day of World Protest for
Ida Nudel, a Soviet Jew who has been
serving a 4-year sentence in exile in Si-
beria.

The formal charge against her is
“malicious hooliganism,” but her real
crime is that Ida Nudel has sought for
almost 11 years to obtain a visa to
leave the Soviet Union in order to join
her sister is Israel.

Last year, a mere 9,249 Jews were al-
lowed to leave the Soviet Union, com-
pared to 51,000 in 1979. In this time of
tense relations between the Soviet
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Union and the United States, the re-
lease of Ida Nudel would be seen by all
as a welcome gesture of good will, and
a step toward improved relations be-
tween our two nations.

Ida Nudel will be eligible for release
from her Siberian work ecamp on
March 20. Her sister in Israel last
week said “She’s had enough. She has
a right to live in Israel as a human
being."” I agree and hope that our ef-
forts here today will add to the grow-
ing international campaign urging her
release.@
® Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join our colleagues in the
House in paying tribute to a remarka-
ble and courageous woman. I com-
mend Representative LENT for organiz-
ing this special order in honor of Ida
Nudel.

Ida Nudel, a Soviet Jewish woman
who turned 50 last year, is due to be
released from Siberian exile on March
20, 1982. She has endured 4 years of
hardship in a remote Siberian village,
living among hostile neighbors and
under primitive conditions. Her health
has deteriorated during her forced iso-
lation; for the past 4 years, she has
been virtually cut off from her family
and her many friends in the Soviet
Union and the West.

The “crime” for which Ida was sub-
jected to such harsh punishment was
her 1971 application to emigrate to
Israel and her selfless efforts in behalf
of those Soviet Jews imprisoned for
trying to emigrate. Tragically, in 1978,
Ida joined the ranks of those she had
so valiantly sought to help.

The plight of Ida Nudel has evoked
concern in communities throughout
Europe, Australia, Israel, North and
South America. Her case was raised by
the U.S. delegation to the Madrid
review meeting of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE) of which I serve as vice chair-
man. Now, on the eve of her scheduled
release, we in the Congress appeal to
Soviet authorities to allow Ida Nudel
to realize her long-held dream and be
reunited with her only living relative,
her sister, in Israel. Certainly, after
paying so dearly for that right, she is
entitled to exercise it.@
® Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate this opportunity to join my
distinguished colleague, Representa-
tive NorMmaN F. LENT, and others as we
express our concern about Ida Nudel
on this World Day of Protest in her
behalf.

I, and the Subcommittee on Human
Rights and International Organiza-
tions, which I chair, have long been in-
volved in the case of Ida Nudel. Just
recently, I sent yet another letter to
the Soviet authorities urging that she
be released when her sentence expires
this month and permitted to join her
sister in Israel. A copy of that letter
follows.
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As the only Jewish woman now held
as a prisoner of conscience in the
Soviet Union, Ida Nudel’s case is expe-
cially poignant. As such, she symbol-
izes the systematic harassment and
persecution of the Jewish community
in the Soviet Union, where literature
is confiscated, Hebrew teachers har-
assed and jailed, and Jewish families
separated through cruel and arbitrary
emigration discrimination.

It is fitting that as the U.S. Congress
pays special recognition to Ida Nudel,
we also spoke out on the general prob-
lem of repression of the Jewish com-
munity in the Soviet Union by passing
House Joint Resolution 373 a sense of
Congress resolution sponsored by our
distinguished colleague from Colorado,
PaTriciA ScHrROEDER. This resolution
calls upon our President to make rep-
resentation to the Soviet Union about
this problem, and further instructs the
President to send this message
through our delegates to the United
Nations Commission on Human
Rights, currently meeting in Geneva.
The resolution was passed by the Sub-
committee on Human Rights and
International Organizations on Febru-
ary 3, and by the full Foreign Affairs
Committee on February 25.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C., February 11, 1982.

Chairman L. I. BREZHNEV,

Moskva, Kreml, Generalnomu Sekretaryu,
TSK KPSS i Predsedatelyu Prezidiuma,
Verkhovnogo Soveta S.S.S.R., L. I. Brezh-
nevi.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: Once again, I would
like to take this opportunity to express my
personal concern about the case of Ida
Nudel, a political prisoner in internal exile
in Siberia. It is my understanding that her
sentence will be completed this March, and
I earnestly hope that she will be released
and permitted to emigrate to Israel.

Ida Nudel has suffered much. For human-
itarian reasons, I appeal to you to let her
join her sister in Israel.

Respectfully,
DoN BONKER,
Chairman, Subcommillee on Human
Rights and International Organiza-
tions.e

® Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
on behalf of a woman for whom the
term “bravery” does not do justice. I
am, of course, referring to Ida Nudel,
the only Jewish woman now being
held illegally in a Soviet prison camp
as a political prisoner.

Ida Nudel will soon be released from
that prison camp after 4 years of un-
warranted detention. Her only wish is
that she be allowed to emigrate to
Israel where she can be reunited with
her sister, who is Ida Nudel’s only
living relative.

I have joined with many of our col-
leagues in communicating with Am-
bassador Anatoly Dobrynin urgently
requesting that she be allowed to
move to Israel as soon as she is re-
leased.

Mr. Speaker, Ida Nudel's only
“crime” was her desire to help other
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Jewish prisoners of conscience and to
leave the dreaded Soviet Union for a
life of freedom in Israel.

Ida Nudel first applied for a visa to
leave Russia in 1971, but that was re-
jected many times by the Soviet au-
thorities. It was durtng this time that
she became acquainted with the hun-
dreds of other Jewish prisoners who
had been jailed because of their out-
spokenness in the cause of basic
human rights.

Her unselfish care for them earned
her the title, “Guardian Angel of the
Prisoners of Conscience,” but also
brought on the wrath of the Soviet
secret police.

For many years Ida Nudel suffered
punishments and humiliation at the
hands of the KGB which attempted to
brand her as a criminal. She was final-
ly arrested on June 1, 1978, on a
charge of “malicious hooliganism’ for
hanging a banner outside her Moscow
apartment that read: “KGB Give Me
My Visa.” Following a sham of a trial,
she was sentenced to 4 years in Sibe-
ria.

Mr. Speaker, I pray that life will
shortly find Ida Nudel released from
her bondage and allowed into the
promised land of Israel.@
® Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, today
we once again join the ever-growing
number of voices demanding freedom
for Ida Nudel. Her case is a glaring ex-
ample of the Soviet Union’s failure to
honor its international human rights
commitments. We must call attention
to her plight and remind civilized na-
tions around the world that she, and
countless others, have been continual-
ly harassed and denied the right to
emigrate as guaranteed by the Helsin-
ki accords.

In 1971, Ms. Nudel first applied for
emigration from the Soviet Union.
This request was denied, allegedly be-
cause of her knowledge of ‘“state se-
crets.” At this time she began her ef-
forts to help care for and support
jewish prisoners who had been jailed
for their beliefs. For the next 7 years,
Ida Nudel was harassed, intimidated,
and libeled by the Soviet authorities.
She was then arrested on the charge
of “malicious holliganism”—an all too
common charge in the Soviet Union—
and sentenced to 4 years of internal
exile in Siberia.

The Soviets maintain that their
treatement of Ida Nudel is totally an
internal Soviet matter. We must vehe-
mently disagree. As a leader of the
free world, the United States must
constantly reaffirm its moral obliga-
tions to oppressed people everywhere.
It is most important that we continue
to remind the Soviet Union that we
are both informed and deeply con-
cerned about its policy toward its
Jewish citizens.

Ida Nudel has devoted her life to
fighting against the unrelenting perse-
cution and oppression of Jews in the
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Soviet Union. Her unfailing spirit and
courage in the face of continued har-
assment serves as a symbol of hope to
those who speak out for fundamental
rights and freedoms everywhere. We
would do well today to remember Ida
Nudel’s words of March 1980:

It seems to me that an individual’s opposi-
tion to social injustice acquires significance
only when it is supported and encouraged
by the men of good will all over the world.e
® Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, I join my
colleagues in the House—and thou-
sands around the world—in demanding
that the Soviet Government allow Ida
Nudel to freely emigrate following her
release from internal exile. Our pro-
test is aimed at securing only this
small measure of decency from Soviet
authorities.

Ida Nudel has distinguished herself
as a leading woman dissident in the
Soviet Union. Her history—a story of
personal courage and state persecu-
tion—is known to us all. What began
as a simple attempt to emigrate grew
into a tireless campaign of conscience.
Our efforts are to insure that Ida
Nudel’s story does not end in despair.

Ida Nudel was banished to Siberian
exile not because she pursued her own
desire for freedom but because she
represented the interests of others so
well. In recognition of her efforts on
behalf of prisoners of the Soviet state,
she has come to be known inside and
outside the Soviet Union as the
Guardian Angel. Mr. Speaker, the task
of guarding Ida Nudel's future is now
ours.

During her trial, Ida Nudel told her
prosecutors that she had “learned to
walk proudly with my head high as a
human being and as a Jewish woman."
Hers is an example of the spirit that
lives on in the Soviet Union despite
crushing repression. It is a spirit that,
with our help, will continue to live.@
® Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to join in a protest on behalf of
Ida Nudel, who has protested and
struggled on behalf of so many of her
brethren in the Soviet Union. Ms.
Nudel, an economist and resident of
Moscow, first applied for an emigra-
tion visa to Israel in May 1971. Like
countless others, her request was
denied on the basis of ‘‘state secrets.”
For the next 7 years, Ida Nudel
worked tirelessly to improve the lives
of Jews imprisoned for their beliefs.
She became known as the Guardian
Angel of the Prisoners of Conscience,
and inevitably attracted the attention
of the KGB. Long years of harassment
by the secret police culminated in her
arrest on June 1, 1978, for hanging a
banner outside her Moscow apartment
which read “KBG, Give Me My Visa.”

Ida Nudel is now the only Jewish
woman held as a prisoner of con-
science in the Soviet Union. In spite of
internal exile in a small town in Sibe-
ria, she remains undaunted by her op-
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pressors. As she herself has said, her 7
yvears of giving, that daily battle to
earn for herself and others their un-
questionable rights, are a source of
strength and courage which belong to
her and all those whose lives she has
touched.

We call on President Brezhnev and
Ambassador Dobrynin to perform
their simple duty toward their coun-
trywoman. Allow Ida Nudel to live in
the land of her choice.®
e Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to join with my colleagues and
concerned citizens around the globe, in
calling for the release from exile of
Ida Nudel, the Guardian Angel of
Moscow. This extraordinary woman
has spent the last 7 years of her life in
dedicated service to the cause of
Soviet refuseniks. She has offered
them care and shelter from the politi-
cal vortex around them. With virtually
no thought of her own safety, Ida
Nudel provided protection for refuse-
niks who were seeking emigration
visas to Israel. When there seemed to
be nowhere else to go, these people
could always find refuge with their
Guardian Angel.

Ida Nudel’s life has been continually
plagued by the Russian KGB, who
have had knowledge of her activities.
Although there was little the secret
police could do previously, they finally
succeeded in arresting her, and subse-
quently sentencing her to 4 years in
Siberian internal exile. Her continual
desire to protect her fellow refuseniks
finally led Ida to her present state of
exile.

In this great country of ours, we
have the ability to practice our diverse
political views without fear of harass-
ment or retribution. It is a right many
of us have taken for granted. However,
in the Soviet Union, it is a right citi-
zens have little knowledge of. Or, if
they try availing themselves of this
privilege, they may find themselves in
the difficult position of being impris-
oned, as did Ida Nudel.

Today we are a part of a World Day
of Protest for this remarkable woman,
in order for her to obtain emigration
rights to Israel. Let those of us, who
have the cherished right of freedom,
speak out for fellow human beings and
clearly in the ears of the Soviet Union
and all people as well, so that they will
be assured that we care very deeply
about Ida Nudel and the refuseniks in
their quest for freedom.e
@ Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I join my
colleagues today in a World Day of
Protest on behalf of Ida Nudel. For
the past decade, I have written letters,
attempted contact with Soviet offi-
cials, and taken every step possible to
seek the release of this brave and cou-
rageous woman. I appreciate the time
taken today by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LENT) to again focus
attention on the plight of Ida Nudel.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Ida Nudel is the only Jewish female
Prisoner of Conscience in the Soviet
Union. Her release is scheduled for
this spring. Ida has spent 4 years in
exile and suffered through harsh Sibe-
rian winters. She has withstood ex-
tremely difficult mental conditions as
well, as the town in which she lives
castigates her as a pariah, and her
contact with the outside world is virtu-
ally nonexistent. We do not even know
if she is aware of our efforts on her
behalf.

Ida Nudel exemplifies the courage
and stamina displayed by many Pris-
oners of Conscience who have suffered
from Soviet repression and harass-
ment. After filing her first exit visa
application in 1971, Ida became active-
ly involved in the Jewish emigration
movement. She is known as the
Guardian Angel of the many Prisoners
of Conscience to whom she writes and
expresses her moral and emotional
support. Her only crime was her desire
to emigrate and her tireless efforts to
help those like her whose only dream
is to live in freedom.

I have encouraged the U.S. Govern-
ment to raise their voice on Ida's
behalf. On January 20, I wrote to Sec-
retary of State Alexander Haig, asking
that he raise Ida's case with Soviet
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko at
their meeting. The response I received
from the State Department reiterates
the administration’s commitment to
expressing the great concern of the
U.S. Congress and the American
people for Soviet Prisoners of Con-
science and the continued repression
of Soviet Jews. The State Department
letter notes that Secretary Haig raised
the issue of basic rights with Mr. Gro-
myko and would continue to do so at
every opportunity.

I would like to share my letter and
the State Department’s response with
my colleagues. It is my hope that our
efforts on behalf of Ida Nudel will
enable her to soon be in Israel with
her sister and fulfill her dream of free-
dom.

The letter follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

Houske oF REPRESENTATIVES
Washington, D.C., January 20, 1982.
Hon. ALEXANDER M. Hai1g, Jr.,
Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I wish you continued
success in your upcoming talks with Soviet
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko. Your
discussions last fall opened important chan-
nels of communication between our country
and the Soviet Union and you are to be ap-
plauded for your efforts.

As you may recall, I wrote you at that
time to urge you to express the continuing
concern of myself and many of my col-
leagues in the House of Representatives
over Soviet adherence to international
agreements on basic rights. These include
the Final Act of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe, the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, and the
International Covenant on Civil and Politi-
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cal Rights. The continued decrease in Soviet
Jewish emigration is quite distressing, with
no relief in sight for the forseeable future.

The current situation faced by Ida Nudel
is a prime case in point of Soviet failure to
live up to its international commitments.
Ida Nudel is the only female prisoner of
conscience whose release is scheduled to
occur this spring. She is one of the three
oldest serving sentences in exile or jail. To
date, all appeals on behalf of Ida Nudel
have been rejected by Soviet authorities.
One more winter of Siberian exile will clear-
ly have a detrimental effect on her health
in the future.

I would appreciate your bringing this situ-
ation to the attention of Foreign Minister
Gromyko. The case of Ida Nudel is, of
course, only one of many which Soviet au-
thorities should be reminded at every oppor-
tunity. But her case deserves special notice
after ten years of trying to join her family
in Israel. Ida Nudel should be permitted to
leave the Soviet Union as soon as possible.
She has suffered enough.

Sincerely,
Hamirron FisH, Jr.,
Member of Congress.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., February 10, 1982,
Hon. HamivTonN FisH, Jr.,
House of Represenlatives.

Dear MR. FisH: 1 am responding to your
letter of January 20 requesting that Secre-
tary Haig raise with Soviet Foreign Minister
Gromyko the general issue of Soviet perse-
cution and harassment of its Jewish citizens
as well as the specific case of Ida Nudel.

As you know, the United States Govern-
ment has consistently encouraged Soviet au-
thorities to be less harsh and more respon-
sive toward Soviet Jews who desire to exer-
cise fundamental human rights, in particu-
lar freedom of religion and emigration.
Both publicly and via diplomatic channels,
the United States has deplored Soviet har-
assment and imprisonment of individuals
who seek only to worship as they choose or
to emigrate from the USSR. We maintain a
list of Soviet Jews who wish to emigrate
which we present periodically to high Soviet
officials to emphasize our concern for all
those who are forced to remain in the USSR
against their will. We have taken every ap-
propriate opportunity to make the Soviets
aware of our views on this issue.

The case of Ida Nudel has long been a
matter of deep concern to the United States
Government. We have taken an active inter-
est in Ida Nudel's situation since 1978, when
she was denied permission to emigrate from
the USSR and was sentenced to four years’
exile in Siberia. During the past year, Ms.
Nudel’s case has been cited by the U.S. dele-
gation to the Madrid CSCE Review Confer-
ence as a prime example of how the Soviets
have failed to honor the human rights pro-
visions of the Helsinki Accords and her case
has been raised with the Soviets via diplo-
matic channels. Officials from the Depart-
ment of State have also remained in close
contact with Ms. Nudel's sister, Elena Frid-
man, in an effort to help Ms. Nudel gain
permission to emigrate from the USSR.

I am pleased to inform you that in his
recent talks with Soviet Foreign Minister
Gromyko in Geneva, Secretary Haig dis-
cussed the full range of humanitarian
issues, including questions involving the
plight of Soviet Jewry. It is our intention to
continue to raise these issues in our future
conversations with Soviet officials. Let me
also assure you that whenever we meet with
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Soviet officials, we shalil keep fully in mind
the great concern of the American people
and Congress for the plight of Ida Nudel
and others like her who are suffering for
their attempts to exercise fundamental
rights and freedoms in the USSR.
Sincerely,
PoweLL A. MOORE,
Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations.e

@ Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to join my distinguished col-
leagues in protesting the sentence of
Ida Nudel by Soviet authorities and
demand the leaders to permit her to
emigrate to Israel upon her anticipat-
ed release on March 20. Our Guardian
Angel has devoted her life to helping
ease the conditions of other Prisoners
of Conscience, and has fought against
the Kremlin’s unrelenting persecution
and oppression of Soviet Jews.

Mr. Speaker, a courageous woman
may be silenced temporarily, but while
she is, there will be many of us to help
with the cause. While Ida’s struggle
for freedom has been halted for the
moment, we in this Congress will con-
tinue to call attention to her plight
and we will remind civilized nations
around the world that she, and count-
less others have been continually har-
assed and denied the right to emigrate
from the Soviet Union as guaranteed
by the Helsinki accords.

Ida Nudel’s sentence of 4 years in Si-
beria for the dubious crime of display-
ing a banner from her balcony that
read “KGB, Give Me My Visa” should
be terminated and her emigration to

Israel permitted. This woman, whose
only crime was to ask that a basic
human right be respected, will receive
my deepest commitment to help her
and others who are being held against
their will in the Soviet Union.e

® Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, once
again, we in the free world must con-
demn the Soviet Union's harsh treat-
ment of so-called dissidents. Ida Nudel,
known affectionately as the Guardian
Angel for her activities on behalf of
Soviet Jewish Prisoners of Conscience,
was charged and convicted in June
1978 of ‘“malicious hooliganism”™ and
sentenced to 4 years in exile. When ar-
rested, a banner was hanging outside
her Moscow flat stating “KGB, give
me my visa.” The Soviet police
claimed this was vandalism and pro-
ceeded to incarcerate her. It was, how-
ever, merely their means of quieting
her pleas for justice.

By banishing Ida Nudel in 1978 to
the dreadful quarters she now occu-
pies in Siberia, the Soviet authorities
assumed they were silencing this voice
of justice. They were mistaken. From
her forsaken village of exile, Ida
wrote:

I am fortunate that I, myself, add not
only one page to the history of the Jewish
resistance in Russia. I am fortunate that my

efforts permitted thousands of Jews to leave
this barbarous country. I am fortunate that

during all these years I was helping prison-
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ers of Zion, those who were chosen to cut
the way to Israel by the price of their own
freedom. But if our suffering will not force
every one of you to rush to help us, then it
is in vain.

Ida Nudel is expected to be released
from exile on March 20. We, as Mem-
bers of Congress, must actively fight
for her freedom as well as for her
right to immediately emigrate to
Israel. We know Ida’'s health is poor
and that she suffers from ulcers,
kidney, liver, and heart conditions.
May the next year find Ida Nudel in
Israel, in good health, with her loved
ones, where she belongs.e
® Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate this opportunity to speak on
the House floor and take part in this
World Day of Protest on behalf of Ida
Nudel. Once again we pose a public
challenge to the Soviet Union to fulfill
the commitment they made with re-
spect to human rights in the Helsinki
accords. Ida Nudel's steadfast resis-
tence to official Soviet policies against
religious freedom and emigration is an
example of tremendous courage. With
full knowledge of the fate which
awaited her, Ida began a struggle
against Soviet efforts to prevent
Jewish emigration.

She has persevered through several
years of official harassment, including
malicious news accounts charging her
with criminal activity, arrest and trial
with no opportunity to make a de-
fense, and finally a 4-year sentence to
internal exile in Siberia. Ida Nudel's
crime was the usual Soviet charge of
malicious hooliganism, in other words,
she sought the right to leave the
Soviet Union and supported others in
search of freedom. We have the
chance today to bring out the truth
about the activities of the KGB and
the Soviet Government. The experi-
ences of Ida Nudel since her original
request for a visa would make people
in our Nation cringe in disbelief. She
has been repeatedly detained and sub-
jected to brutal interrogations. Her
home has been searched and ran-
sacked on several occasions. I would
like to know why the Soviets consider
Ida Nudel such a threat to their secu-
rity. I suspect it is because the Soviet
regime fears the one power that their
military might and police state cannot
conquer, the human will for freedom.

In less than 3 weeks, Ida is sched-
uled to be released from internal exile.
1 urge every Member of this House to
join our effort today to insure permis-
sion from the Soviet Government for
Ida to emigrate to Israel to join her
family. By doing so, you will take part
in a worldwide humanitarian move-
ment for human rights and freedom.
This is the least we can do to help Ida
Nudel and thousands of others who
have carried on personal struggles in
the face of tremendous adversity.e
® Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I
join my distinguished colleagues in
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urging the Soviet Union to grant an
exit visa to Prisoner of Conscience Ida
Nudel, and thereby honor its commit-
ment to human rights as set forth in
the Helsinki accords, to which the
Soviet Union is a signatory.

Ida Nudel's is a story of great per-
sonal courage and heroism. Since 1978
Ida has been held a prisoner in Siberia
on charges of malicious hooliganism.
Her crime was that she dared to speak
out for those, like herself, who wished
to leave the Soviet Union to join
family members outside the country.

Ida began speaking out for her
fellow refuseniks in 1971, after her
own application for an exit visa was
denied. Harassed for 7 years by Soviet
authorities, she was arrested and sen-
tenced to internal exile in 1978 after
hanging a banner outside her apart-
ment window that read, “KGB, Give
Me My Visa.”

Happily, Ida is scheduled to be re-
leased later this month. Her excep-
tional bravery and horrible situation
have attracted the attention of myself
and many other Members of Congress
who are all extremely encouraged by
this news and celebrate with Ida's
family and friends her long-awaited
freedom.

But there is still one battle that re-
mains for Ida Nudel, one every bit as
crucial as that which she has been
waging for the past T years, and one in
which our continued support is just as
vital. Upon release from the Siberian
village where she is being held, Ida
will reapply for an exit visa to Israel,
where she hopes to join her sister,
Elena Fridman.

For 7 years Ida Nudel, the Guardian
Angel of Soviet Prisoners of Con-
science, provided the support to her
fellow refuseniks which enabled them
to carry on their battle. For 4 years
she has paid a terrific penalty for this
humanitarianism. Now, at age 50, Ida’'s
health has begun to fail, showing signs
of four harsh winters spent in a Siberi-
an wasteland.

It is time Ida Nudel was allowed to
return to her own life, to the family
and friends whose comfort has been
denied her for so long.

I join my colleagues in calling on
Soviet officials to grant an exit visa to
Ida Nudel, and also in assuring them
that our efforts on Ida’s behalf will
not diminish until she has been reunit-
ed with her family in Israel.e@
® Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to join my colleagues here and
throughout the world in both a tribute
and a protest: A tribute to the courage
of a single extraordinary woman and a
protest against the policies of a gov-
ernment that has tried in vain to si-
lence her.

It has been 11 years since Ida Nudel,
whom I “adopted” in 1980, first ap-
plied for a visa that would allow her to
leave the Soviet Union, so that she
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might practice the Jewish faith freely
and in peace. In those 11 years she has
been forced to endure the most cruel
harassment, abuse, and finally, impris-
onment. But she has kept her faith—
and today it is vital that we show our
faith in her.

Imagine, if you can, the courage and
strength that made this one woman
challenge the monolithic tyranny of
the Soviet Government.

Remember that Ida Nudel not only
spoke out for her rights—demanded
her freedom—but also worked alone to
help those who shared her plight.

For 7 years Ida Nudel cared for the
sick and lonely who had been impris-
oned by the Soviet authorities because
they, too, had demanded their free-
dom. In those years she became known
as the Angel of the Prisoners of Con-
science, a solitary figure representing
compassion and hope.

And by displaying those virtues so
openly and proudly, she became a
criminal.

The arrest and trial of Ida Nudel
were, as all of us know, mockeries of
the most basic concepts of justice. And
her exile in Siberia for these past 4
yvears has stood as a reminder to all
the world that Soviet justice is no jus-
tice at all, but merely the workings of
a system warped by anit-Semitism and
the fear of freedom.

This month Ida Nudel will finish her
term of exile in Krivosheino, Siberia.
She will have withstood the personal
agonies and the public humiliation

that have been heaped on her by the
Soviet authorities. She will have dem-
onstrated, for all the world, that even
the most despotic of governments
cannot crush the human spirit and its
dedication to freedom.

For all of us who have worked and

prayed for Ida Nudel during her
ordeal, her release from exile will be a
triumph, but only a partial one.

It will show that Ida Nudel has had
the will to endure her torments. But
to those of us who have followed her
case for years, that will come as no
surprise.

The triumph of Ida Nudel will be
complete only when she has finally ob-
tained the exit visa that has been her
goal for these 11 years—and when she
is reunited in Israel with her sister,
Elena Fridman, who has worked so
tirelessly on her behalf for so long.

We do not yet know whether the
Soviet Government will, at long last,
accede to the demands of an outraged
world that this woman—and the thou-
sands she represents—be granted the
freedom that is by right hers.

But we are here today to put that
Government on notice that if it cares
at all about its place in the world com-
munity—if it aspires in the least to the
acceptance of civilized nations, if it
wishes to be viewed as anything more
than the world's prisonhouse—then
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justice and freedom must be granted
to Ida Nudel.

The Soviet Government cannot for-
ever ignore the conscience of its own
national. Nor can it expect to resist
the tide of freedom that is the true
driving force of history.

Today, we are uncertain about what
the future holds for Ida Nudel. But we
know what she has done—what she
represents to those who share her
quest for freedom—and what has sus-
tained her through these years.

We know, and share, the faith and
hope of Ida Nudel. It is up to us to do
all we can to redeem that towering
faith.e
® Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, today,
as part of a World Day of Protest, we
honor an heroic woman, Ida Nudel,
whose life of sacrifice should dispell
the pessimism of those who mistaken-
ly believe that ours is a world without
heroes.

I applaud the efforts of the Union of
Councils for Soviet Jews, Representa-
tive NormaN F. LENT, and other orga-
nizations and individuals active in co-
ordinating this special occasion. It is a
day to recognize a Soviet Jewish Pris-
oner of Conscience whose life of sacri-
fice also reminds us that the human
will to religious freedom is so vibrant
that no government, no matter how
pervasive and ruthless its secret police,
can ever sap its vigor.

In addition to participating in this
World Day of Protest, I registered my
concern for Ida Nudel’s human rights
last week in letters to Soviet President
Leonid Brezhnev and Secretary of
State Alexander Haig.

I hope my colleagues will take a few
moments to express their thoughts as
well about Ida Nudel to officials in
both the American and Soviet Govern-
ments.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1982.
President LEoNID BREZHNEYV,
The Kremlin,
Moscow, U.S.5.R.

DeAr MR. PRESIDENT: In June 1978, Ida
Nudel, a Soviet Jewish economist, was con-
victed of “malicious hooliganism" by your
government and sentenced to a Siberian
prison for four years. As her term nears its
end, human rights advocates throughout
the world are anxiously waiting to see if Ida
Nudel will be allowed to emigrate to Israel
and join her sister, the very issue that
prompted here arrest in the first place.

In November 1978, just five months after
Ida Nudel was arrested, voters in Queens,
New York, elected me to the United States
Congress and a short time later, I adopted
her as my “Soviet Jewish Prisoner of Con-
science.” Since then, I have written to you
and other Soviet officials, repeatedly asking
you to arrange a time to meet with me and
discuss this important case. Thus far, unfor-
tunately, members of the Soviet govern-
ment have evaded my inquiries. But they
cannot escape the fact that Ida Nudel has
become a symbol to the world, challenging
the mistaken idea that a prison wall ean for-
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ever crush the overpowering will to free-
dom.

In the name of human decency, it is time
for the Soviet government to abide by its
pledge contained in the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights which emphatically
declares, "Everyone has the right to leave
any country, including his own, and return
to his country.” Ida Nudel seeks only to ex-
ercise two sacred rights guaranteed by inter-
national law—the freedom to travel and the
freedom of religious expression.

Only Soviet officials, of course, can make
Soviet policy, but your regime should know
that this Congress, and the Americans they
represent, would no more retreat from their
shared commitment to Ida Nudel and the
other “Soviet Jewish Prisoners of Con-
science” than we would repeal our own Bill
of Rights.

Once more, 1 implore you to erect no new
barriers when Ida Nudel seeks to leave the
Soviet Union for Israel. Only in this way
can your government silence the thunder-
ous outrage that has greeted your handling
of her case until now. I will eagerly await a
response from you to my request for the
humane treatment of Ida Nudel.

Sincerely,
GERALDINE A, FERRARO,
Member of Congress.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1982.
Hon. ALEXANDER HAlG,
Secretary of State,
Department of State, Washington, D.C.

DeAr SeEcCRETARY HAIG: As you speak for
the United States in meetings with Soviet
officials, it is impe